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ABSTRACT 
 
Over the last fifty years Western Christianity has been criticized as a cause and 
enabler of Earth’s ecological crisis. This criticism is based on the conclusion that 
Christianity promotes a spiritual-material dualism and that the material side of life has 
little sacred value. It is also based on the observed hesitancy of many Christians to 
embrace modern scientific understandings of creation, especially evolution. Some 
Christian writers have responded by accepting modern cosmology and evolution, and 
advocating for a sacramental creation spirituality, oftentimes supported by fresh readings 
of earlier Christian writings.  
This dissertation looks at Maximus the Confessor (c.580-662 CE), Nicholas of 
Cusa (1401-1464 CE), and Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955 CE). Teilhard attests to an 
experience of natural sacrament in perceiving an increasingly transfigured creation, 
meaning the glory of God is ever more perceptible as a timely conscious insight into 
creation and as an emergent aspect of cosmogenesis and evolution moving toward 
  vii 
Christ-Omega, the end and fulfillment of all creation. The teachings of Maximus readily 
support this sacramental view of creation by affirming a universal, ontological, and “real” 
presence of the Logos of God. A theological insight of Nicholas’s doctrine of learned 
ignorance is that the Christian God always incarnates, transfigures, fulfills, and exceeds 
the entire cosmos. Together the teachings of Maximus and Nicholas support Teilhard’s 
call for a theology of a Creator God robust enough to encompass the most expansive and 
complicated propositions about creation made by science, while remaining as close as the 
real presence of Christ in the Eucharist.  
The integrated teachings of these three figures suggest an ontological consecration 
of creation. This consecration inspires sacramental experiences of God in and through 
creation that complement the sacramental experience of Christ in the Eucharist. Over the 
evolutional time frame, these sacraments converge as one and the same sacrament at 
Christ-Omega. The complementary and ultimately convergent relationship between these 
sacramental experiences supports the ethical conclusion that just as one receives and 
responds to Christ present in the elements of the communion table, so one ought to 
receive and respond to oneself, one’s neighbors, and all creation as the universal 
consecrated neighborhood.     
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
THE NEED AND ITS SETTING: WESTERN 
CHRISTIAN ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS AND 
SPIRITUALITY IN AN AGE OF ECOLOGICAL 
CRISIS 
 
 
Purpose of the Dissertation 
Concern about the Earth’s capacity to sustain human and non-human life grew 
dramatically over the course of the 20th century, especially during the latter part, and it 
continues into the 21st century. Humankind has created environmental problems that add 
up to an ecological crisis as a challenge - perhaps the challenge - of our times. Consider 
just some of the “wild facts”:1  
1) In one forty year period, 1950 to 1990, the population of the world 
doubled from 2.5 billion to 5.2 billion people with the possibility of 
doubling again by the mid-21st century.2 James Nash calls the recent 
history of population growth “a dramatic – and seemingly dangerous – 
progression.”3 
 
2) Edward O. Wilson concludes that “climate change alone, if left unabated, 
could be the primary cause of extinction of a quarter of the species of 
plants and animals on the land by midcentury.”4 
 
3) Despite its universal value and need, fresh water is a seriously and 
                                                
1 John Cobb and Herman Daly, For the Common Good (NY: HarperCollins, 1993), 31. A 
descriptive phrase used by Cobb and Daly. 
 
2 Population Division of the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations 
Secretariat, World Population Prospects: The 2012 Revision, Highlights and Advance Tables, Working 
Paper No. ESA/P/WP.228 (NY: United Nations, 2013), xv. 
 
3 James Nash, Loving Nature (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1991), 45. 
 
4 Edward O. Wilson, The Creation: An Appeal to Save Life on Earth (NY: W. W. Norton & Co., 
2006), 75. 
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recklessly threatened natural good (“resource”). John Hart says “waste, 
drought, overconsumption, greed, pollution, privatization, and politics all 
have contributed to convert available fresh water – a common good in 
creation – into a commodity, and even into a threat to human life, health, 
and economic well-being.”5 
 
To do nothing is to maintain a status quo of unparalleled change and decline in the 
ecological health of the Earth.  
This dissertation aims to discern insights into and stimulate thought about 
constructive change in Western Christian consciousness and conduct pertaining to care 
for the Earth. Christianity would be enabled, with appropriate ethical ideas, principles, 
and commitments, to respond effectively to Earth’s ongoing ecological crisis—which 
affects Earth and biota, including humanity, all of which are part of the whole-Earth 
community. The focus will be on a close analysis of the works of three figures in 
Christian spirituality, ontology, and theology: St. Maximus the Confessor (c.580-662 
CE), Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464 CE), and Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955 CE). 
Specifically, the dissertation will show that Maximus and Nicholas offer a profound basis 
for Teilhard’s sense of the pervasive presence of God throughout creation. Together they 
offer rigorous support for the claims of some contemporary Western Christian scholars of 
creation theology, ecological ethics, and spirituality that one can experience the divine in 
and through creation.6 Furthermore, one can discern and adhere to moral principles for 
                                                
5 John Hart, Sacramental Commons (NY: Rowan & Littlefield Publishers, 2006), 81. 
 
6 Such scholars include Ian Barbour, Thomas Berry, Leonardo Boff, Walter Brueggemann, 
Douglas Burton-Christie, Jay Callicott, Matthew Fox, John Hart, Daniel Maguire, Jay McDaniel, Sallie 
McFague, James Nash, Arthur Peacocke, Rosemary Radford Ruether, Larry Rasmussen, and Holmes 
Rolston, III.  
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Christian conduct toward creation derived from that experience.  
Some of these contemporary Western Christian scholars ascribe a “sacramental” 
quality to such experiences of the divine in creation, which will be given special attention 
in this dissertation. Arthur Peacocke sees a connection between the sacraments of the 
church and “God working in, with, and under natural processes,” concluding that both the 
sacraments of the church and natural processes “are valued for what God is affecting 
instrumentally and for what God is conveying symbolically through them.”7 The belief 
that God conveys something symbolically through nature to receptive human beings 
suggests a depth to the challenge of the ecological crisis rarely recognized or 
acknowledged thus far in the Western Christian community: exploitation, abuse, and 
destruction of Earth are desecration, akin to profaning the elements of the communion 
table or baptismal font. In other words, care and reverence for nature as the element of 
natural sacrament ought to match care and reverence for the bread and wine of the 
communion table.  
Therefore, sacramental creation spirituality presents challenges to those 
definitions of “sacrament” that limit sacramental experience and reach to ecclesial or 
church rituals, and confine the bounds of responsibility for the elements of sacrament to 
the communion table (or baptismal font). The challenges presented are: 
1) To affirm the existence and value of sacramental experience beyond the 
liturgical sacraments of the church; specifically, the sacramental experience of 
                                                                                                                                            
 
7 Arthur Peacocke, Theology for a Scientific Age (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990), 154. 
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a “reenchanted”8 creation as an aspect of holistic and broadly ecumenical 
spirituality. 
 
2) To respond in an ethically appropriate way to sacramental nature: Christians 
should relate responsibly to the natural world and its life processes as the 
source of the elements of liturgical sacraments; and, Christians should relate 
responsibly to nature as sacramental itself. 
 
In regard to these challenges, attention will be given to the World Council of Church’s 
ecumenical statement Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, drawing out ways it can be 
interpreted to support sacramental creation spirituality. It will be argued that appropriate 
care for Earth can be called sacramental creation ethics. 
Thus, the dissertation will contribute to the development and definition of a 21st 
century sacramental creation spirituality and its ethic of Earth care, deriving support 
from the ontological, theological, and spiritual considerations of Maximus, Nicholas, and 
Teilhard. While there are other historic figures whose writings contribute to the 
development of contemporary sacramental creation spirituality and ethics, such as St. 
Francis of Assisi and the recently beatified (October 2012) medieval mystic Hildegard of 
Bingen, the focus of the dissertation will be on Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard, 
especially as Maximus and Nicholas provide a solid foundation in the historical teachings 
of the church for a modern day theology responsive to the modern day science of 
creation. A logical continuity will be shown to flow through these three writers allowing 
                                                
8 Larry L. Rasmussen, Earth Community Earth Ethics (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996), 346. 
See also Alister McGrath, The Reenchantment of Nature—The Denial of Religion and the Ecological 
Crisis. (NY: Doubleday, 2002). This term will be developed later in the dissertation. 
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their Creator-creation teachings to be integrated as a rigorous ontological and theological 
basis for sacramental creation spirituality. The present chapter and Chapters 2 and 3 are 
devoted to describing the contemporary context for the emergence of sacramental 
creation spirituality and to describing some identifying characteristics or core elements of 
contemporary Western Christian writings on creation theology, ecological ethics, and 
spirituality. Chapter 4 will discuss the historical contexts and ideas of Maximus, 
Nicholas, and Teilhard as they pertain in particular to panentheism, holistic spirituality, 
and the case for a sacramental creation. Chapter 5 will focus on the challenge sacramental 
creation spirituality presents to the understanding of “sacrament” by broadening the 
realm of sacramental experience to all creation. Chapter 6 will then argue for the 
extension of ethical responsibility to nature based on moral claims placed upon Christians 
who partake of the Eucharist with elements that derive from nature and it will advocate 
for ethical responsibility toward whole-Earth in itself as an evolving sacramental 
community. Suggestions will be made for a fruitful integration of these perspectives as 
whole-Earth sacramental creation ethics.  
 
The Critique of Western Christianity in an Age of 
Ecological Crisis 
The emergence of sacramental creation spirituality is rooted in the criticism of 
Western Christianity as a cause and enabler of Earth’s ecological crisis, a criticism that 
has grown over the past fifty years. The category “Western Christianity” includes the 
Protestantism and Catholicism of Western Europe and America, as well as the Greek 
philosophical environment of Western Christianity, particularly Neo-Platonism. R. J. 
  
6 
Berry says “there is no doubt that the biblical injunction to ‘have dominion’ has been a 
major element in determining environmental attitudes, encouraged by the incorporation 
of Greek philosophical ideas of the hierarchical nature of the world into the doctrines of 
the early Church.”9 Berry also notes that “it is rare for discussions about religious 
attitudes to the natural world not to turn to Lynn White’s paper ‘The Historic Roots of 
our Ecologic Crisis,’ first published in Science in 1967.”10 White stated that 
“Christianity… not only established a dualism of man and nature but also insisted that it 
is God's will that man exploit nature for his proper ends.”11 Dualism in this context refers 
to a separation so complete between humankind and nature as to allow for a solely 
human, instrumental regard for nature where human beings alone determine nature’s 
value and appropriate use. White concludes that this “dualism of man and nature” led to 
the destruction of “pagan animism,” which had fostered a more reverent and respectful 
view toward nature. This then made it possible “to exploit nature in a mood of 
indifference to the feelings of natural objects.”12 White’s paper itself has been debated 
and said to have its flaws. Nevertheless, Peter Harrison notes that “many within the 
Christian tradition itself have responded to the challenge of White’s views not by 
                                                
9 R. J. Berry, “Stewardship: A Default Position?” in Environmental Stewardship: Critical 
Perspectives – Past and Present, ed. R. J. Berry (NY: T&S Clark, 2006), 5. 
 
10 Ibid., 4. 
 
11 Lynn White, "The Historical Roots of Our Ecologic Crisis [with discussion of St Francis; 
reprint, 1967]" in Ecology and Religion in History, ed. David and Eileen Spring (NY: Harper and Row, 
1974), 4. 
 
12 Ibid., 4. 
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attempting to refute them, but by calling for a revision of those aspects of the theological 
tradition thought to be culpable in the promotion of irresponsible attitudes towards 
nature.”13 A revision of the theological tradition is encouraged by those whose writings 
contribute to the concept of sacramental creation spirituality.  
Theologians, writing out of concern for the ecological crisis, are particularly 
critical of dualistic thought that separates God from the world, spirit from body, and 
humankind from other-kind and nature. Frequently this is associated with “platonic” 
thought or Neo-Platonism. For example, Larry Rasmussen identifies Neo-Platonism as at 
least a philosophical enabler of environmental exploitation and disregard. After 
characterizing 20th century Protestantism, Bacon and the Enlightenment, and the 
Protestant reformers as devotees of “nature-irrelevant theologies,” he takes on St. 
Augustine: 
Augustine… encouraged human estrangement from earth through Neo-platonic 
cosmology. For him the ascetic ascent of the soul from earth and body to higher 
spirit and heaven works hand in hand with the sense of world cataclysm and 
world alienation that attended the decline of the Roman Empire and classical 
civilization itself.14 
 
Thus Rasmussen identifies a chronic and longstanding basis in Christianity for the 
devaluation and neglect of “nature” in spiritual experience, Christianity opting instead for 
“the ascetic ascent of the soul from earth and body to higher spirit and heaven.” This 
critique of Western Christianity by Rasmussen and others offers a twofold conclusion: 
                                                
13 Peter Harrison, “Having Dominion: Genesis and the Mastery of Nature,” in Berry, 
Environmental Stewardship, 18. 
 
14 Rasmussen, Earth Community, 190.   
 
  
8 
Western Christianity promotes a spiritual vs. material dualism that is characterized by 
conflict between the spiritual and material realms and the fact that the material realm of 
existence has little if any sacred value to the Christian life. Western Christianity, this 
critique declares, is and has been too narrowly focused on the notion of individual 
salvation and divine encounter as flight from temporal life on Earth to a higher, 
non-material or spiritual realm. 
The 14th-century author of The Cloud Of Unknowing stated that “the active and 
the contemplative are the two ways of life in Holy Church,” and describes “three 
ascending stages” that culminate in entering the cloud of unknowing. Stage 1 is 
“Christian life in which love is predominantly active in the corporeal works of mercy.” In 
stage 2 “a person begins to meditate on spiritual truths regarding his own sinfulness.” In 
stage 3 “a person enters the dark cloud of unknowing where in secret and alone he centers 
all his love on God.” Once having entered the cloud, one may not return to stage 1 and 
“except on rare occasions and at the demand of great need” one should not return to stage 
2.15 The tenor of this description of ascending to God is primarily one-way. The 
implication is that one should enter the “cloud of unknowing,” which is the apophatic 
experience of God - the experience of God in which all corporeal things and intellectual 
ideas have been negated - and one should not return, if at all possible, even though the 
journey does begin with worldly experience through “works of mercy.” Nevertheless, the 
journey is inward, upward, and beyond the world to a final and better end.  
                                                
15  Anonymous, The Cloud Of Unknowing & The Book Of Privy Counseling, ed. William 
Johnston (New York: Doubleday, 2005), All citations are from Chapter 21. 
 
  
9 
This short characterization of the ascent to God summarizes the one-way manner 
in which some view the spiritual quest even up to the present day. Hans Urs von 
Balthasar writes of “the main trend of modern thought, the deepest theme of which is 
surely the divorce between spirit and life, between the theoretical and practical reason, 
…idea and existence, between its conceptions of the spiritual world as valuable but 
impotent, and of the practical world as one of power but spiritual poverty.”16 This 
divorce - or dualism as White and others describe it - is not entirely separable from 
notions of a spiritual journey in which one leaves behind material things, which are 
described in terms such as “lower than,” “inferior to,” “outside,” and “temporal.” Even if 
Western Christianity is not solely or even substantially responsible for the ecological 
crisis, its witting or unwitting enabling of exploitative relationships, such as the 
destructive relationship between humans and nature over the last century or two, has 
provided motivation to respond.   
 
Responses to the Critique 
Environmental activists working within the Church can note three motivations for 
action: 1) enlightened self-interest; 2) religious imperative; and 3) sacramental creation 
spirituality. Summaries of the first two are presented below in order to offer perspective; 
sacramental creation spirituality as the focus of this dissertation will be discussed 
throughout the text. It will be introduced here in Chapter 1 and developed in great detail 
                                                
16 Hans Urs von Balthasar, Word And Redemption: Essays In Theology 2 (NY: Herder & Herder, 
1965), 66. 
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in later chapters. 
 
Enlightened Self-Interest 
Enlightened self-interest refers to the value of restoring good health to the 
environment based on knowledge of its importance to human health and well-being. 
Douglas Strong and Elizabeth Rosenfield state that “an appeal to self-interest is the best if 
not the only hope for the adoption of an environmental ethic at the present time.”17 
Edward O. Wilson acknowledges “the principle that people will conserve land and 
species fiercely if they foresee a material gain for themselves, their kin, and their tribe.”18 
R. J. Berry says that “some … authors … insist that a firm theology must underlie any 
ethic of stewardship; others concentrate simply on what may be called ‘enlightened 
self-interest,’” which he goes on to identify primarily as “sustainable development,” i.e. 
“living today as if tomorrow will happen.”19 The Earth Charter, the Kyoto Protocol, and 
Al Gore’s film and book An Inconvenient Truth all appeal, to varying extents, to 
enlightened human self-interest. The open appeal is self-interested and secular, neither 
affirming a particular theism nor even requiring the affirmation of any. 
The challenge, then, of enlightened self-interest is to identify value and discern 
direction from the creation or, more specifically, the natural world of planet Earth, with 
                                                
17 Douglas H. Strong, and Elizabeth S. Rosenfield, “Ethics Or Expediency: An Environmental 
Question” in Kristin S. Shrader-Frechette, Environmental Ethics (CA: Boxwood Press, 1981), 15, n.46. 
 
18 Edward O. Wilson, Biophilia (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984), 131. 
 
19 Berry, Environmental Stewardship, 2. 
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human well-being as the goal. As an ethical exercise it asks what “oughts” can be derived 
from “what is.” The condition “what is” is the ecological crisis. James Nash calls this 
exercise “ethical naturalism” and what ought to be done “depends on empirical inquiry to 
discover what enables creaturely well-being and to define the good and the right.”20  
A philosophical and ethical basis for enlightened self-interest can be found in the 
teachings of philosopher David Hume, who attributes moral sentiments to human 
sympathy. Hume identifies things or actions as virtue or vice based on the degree to 
which they produce human pleasure or pain. Furthermore, since he believes “the minds of 
all men are similar in their feelings and operations,” Hume turns to the concept of 
sympathy as a principle of community in which “affections readily pass from one person 
to another, and beget correspondent movements in every human creature.”21 Thus he 
establishes a community of human beings as the place wherein value is determined, 
defined, and shared. For example, he says that “in proportion to their fitness for the use of 
man… even many of the productions of nature derive their beauty from that source.”22 
Thus Hume identifies the community of “man,” wherein people act with sympathy, as the 
value center for moral discernment, saying that “sympathy… produces our sentiment of 
morals.”23 He does not attribute this to any higher principle, noting, for example, that 
                                                
20 James Nash, “Seeking Moral Norms in Nature: Natural Law and Ecological Responsibility” in 
Christianity and Ecology, ed. Dieter T. Hessel and Rosemary Radford Ruether (Cambridge: Harvard 
College, 2000), 231. 
 
21 David Hume, A Treatise Of Human Nature (Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, 2003), 410. 
 
22 Ibid., 411. 
 
23 Ibid., 412. 
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“justice is a moral virtue, merely because it has that tendency to the good of mankind; 
and, indeed, is nothing but an artificial invention to that purpose.”24 Nevertheless, it is 
“sufficient to give us the sentiments of approbation and blame,” in effect, a system of 
morality or “ought.”25 Human sentiment predisposed to the good of human beings can 
empirically derive an ethical prescription for what ought to be done about the ecological 
crisis. This is vitally important to the modern day ecological crisis, especially for that 
portion of the population that has rejected religion or has identified religious morality 
itself as the cause and sustainer of the ecological crisis. For them, a natural ought is 
imperative to appropriate action. 
The ecological crisis is a natural “fact” pertaining to human “pleasure and pain” 
that is drawing attention to virtues and vices relevant to the formation of environmental 
“ought” and policy. In the sense of Hume, this is a moral system of enlightened 
self-interest and it need not justify itself on any higher principle than human sentiment. 
This does not resolve all questions of value and ethics, such as the question of the value 
of non-humankind. Is it valuable only to humankind or valuable in its own right? 
Answers to questions such as this will continue to depend on “empirical groundings to 
help us discern the common good for all beings in relationships,”26 according to James 
Nash. It will also depend on the degree to which one can identify and convey a human 
                                                                                                                                            
 
24 Ibid., 411. 
 
25 Ibid. 
 
26 Nash, “Seeking Moral Norms” in Christianity and Ecology, 232. 
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moral sentiment of the “common good for all beings” independent of human well-being 
or desire. Christina Traina, for example, notes this challenge in saying “there may need to 
be a distinction between the minimal precepts of ecological justice that everyone must 
fulfill and the ecological counsels of perfection embraced by deep ecology.”27 In its 
admonition to “tread as lightly as possible” on planet Earth, deep ecology would defer to 
the health and survival of non-humankind, rather than settle for a standard of human 
well-being that extends well-being well beyond subsistence needs to the detriment of 
non-humankind. This point is echoed by Holmes Rolston in his assessment of the Rio 
Declaration of 1992. Originally presented as the Earth Charter, it was finally adopted as 
the Rio Declaration. Rolston notes that “the final, cut version… deemphasizes the human 
responsibility for the protection, restoration, and enhancement of nature.”28 Rolston is 
saying that for some the original Earth Charter was biased toward the non-human part of 
nature – it truly was an “Earth” charter - and “for those concerned with sustainable 
development, human beings are indeed at the center of such concerns.”29 Calling it the 
“Rio Declaration” was a hedge against a view of “the Earth” as the center of value, thus 
preserving and not threatening the predominance of an anthropocentric basis for value.30 
In conclusion, enlightened human self-interest is a fertile and anthropocentric 
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field of debate in the politics of what ought to be done about the ecological crisis. At least 
on the surface, it is based on humanist or secular concerns, and is, therefore, a-religious 
but open to any, including Christians, who seek political expediency.   
 
Religious Imperative 
A second response to the ecological crisis is renewed emphasis on religious 
imperative or obedience to divine command. John Black observes that “if a view can be 
inculcated that man is only looking after the world on behalf of some extra-terrestrial 
presence such as God or Gods, the contradiction of dominion over nature can be softened 
by a feeling of responsibility, and a reason provided for holding exploitative tendencies in 
check.”31 The “contradiction” and “exploitative tendencies” to which he refers are the 
unsustainable uses of nature that have created the ecological crisis. Black goes on to say 
that “in relation to the resources of the earth, the people of western civilization inherited a 
picture of God as an absentee landlord, with themselves as His steward.”32 From this 
religious imperative viewpoint, it is the will of God that humankind care for the Earth, as 
expressed in Genesis 2, Leviticus 25, and Psalm 8, among others. A call for sustainable, 
responsible stewardship of the Earth does exist in Western Christianity. Paul Santmire 
says that “‘stewardship’ has been promoted in response to the environmental crisis more 
than any other theological theme” and that it “can be called the first wave of theological 
                                                
31 John Black, “The Dominion of Man,” in Environmental Stewardship, 94. 
 
32 Ibid., 94-95. 
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responses to the global environmental crisis.”33 This “first wave” call for stewardship is 
very clear. William Dyrness says that “proper stewardship of the earth … is a matter of 
recovering the creative rule that God intended people to exercise toward the natural 
order”34 and James Gustafson says that “the gift of life given ultimately by God not only 
requires that humans ought to be thankful for it, but also entails obligations to care for the 
gift, to respect it and not to treat it wantonly.”35 This is the motivation behind Climate 
Change: An Evangelical Call to Action in which “over 300 senior evangelical leaders in 
the United States” cite biblical references as a foundation for environmental stewardship 
when they state: “our deep commitment to Jesus Christ and his commands to love our 
neighbors, care for ‘the least of these,’ and be proper stewards of His creation compels us 
to act.”36 In contrast to enlightened self-interest, the moral “ought” is the divine 
imperative for stewardship, not human sentiment. The response is similar to “enlightened 
self-interest” in its reliance on the well-being of human beings as a context for care for 
the Earth; but, it also affirms care for the Earth as an end in itself, saying “Christians, 
noting the fact that most of the climate change problem is human induced, are reminded 
                                                
33 Paul Santmire, “Beyond the Theology of Stewardship” in Environmental Stewardship, 
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that when God made humanity he commissioned us to exercise stewardship over the 
earth and its creatures. Climate change is the latest evidence of our failure to exercise 
proper stewardship, and constitutes a critical opportunity for us to do better.”37 
Stewardship then, from this perspective, is a divine commission that simply ought to be 
fulfilled. 
That being the case, the religious imperative perspective limits the challenge the 
ecological crisis presents to Western Christianity. For example, Gustafson concludes that 
“stewardship does not sacralize nature; it is not a nature mysticism.”38 Santmire assigns 
“stewardship” to the first wave of explicitly Christian responses to the ecological crisis 
because its Christian proponents “have shown little sustained interest in the theology of 
nature and in related environmental concerns.”39 This is true of the Call to Action, which 
says “love of God, love of neighbor, and the demands of stewardship are more than 
enough reason for evangelical Christians to respond to the climate change problem with 
moral passion and concrete action.”40 Its theology is theistic and presents no challenge to 
traditional Christian beliefs or any basis for widespread reform, tending to reaffirm God 
as other-worldly or transcendent, wholly supernatural and completely separate from 
creation. For example, in How To Rescue The Earth Without Worshiping Nature Tony 
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Campolo writes: 
God uses nature, and through it He gives us messages which offer us some 
inklings and hints of His power and majesty. But He uses nature like we use 
telephones, as an instrument through which He speaks to us. Just as we are 
separate from the telephones we speak through, so God is separate from the 
creation through which we sometimes receive messages from Him. Thinking that 
we should become unified with nature just because God sometimes whispers 
messages through it makes as much sense as some romantic lovingly giving 
himself to a plastic telephone because the sounds of his sweetheart are sometimes 
heard through the thing.41 
 
This leads to an important distinction between the religious imperative response to the 
ecological crisis and sacramental creation spirituality. Sacramental creation spirituality 
does offer and embrace something that can be called “nature mysticism.” This means a 
sense of the immanence of God in creation, a sense that humankind is not separate from 
nature - nature is not separate from God, and nature is not merely a “thing” – a gadget – 
instrumental to some other’s good separate from its own good. 
 
Sacramental Creation Spirituality  
This dissertation will describe and further develop sacramental creation 
spirituality as a third response to the ecological crisis following enlightened self-interest 
and religious imperative. If, as Paul Santmire says, stewardship or religious imperative 
represented “the first wave of theological responses” to the ecological crisis (enlightened 
self-interest not being an overtly theological or religious response), then sacramental 
creation spirituality is “a second wave of theological responses to the global 
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environmental crisis.”42 It offers substantial theological revisioning and represents the 
influence of a wide range of writings by Christian scholars in environmental theology, 
ethics, and spirituality who have considered and responded to the critique of Western 
Christianity in light of the ecological crisis. For example, in The Blue Sapphire of the 
Mind: Notes for a Contemplative Ecology, Douglas Christie speaks of “reimagining the 
very heart of religious identity – including ethics, theology, ritual practice, and 
spirituality – in light of the growing awareness of the threat to and significance of the 
living world.”43 Four core elements from those writings that contribute to sacramental 
creation spirituality characterize this reimagining: (1) the terms relatedness, 
responsibility, and redemption; (2) the relationship between the material and the spiritual 
or non-material; (3) panentheism; and (4) sacramentalism. These are briefly described 
below and more fully developed in subsequent chapters. 
 
Relatedness, Responsibility, and Redemption 
Sacramental creation spirituality affirms a dynamic relatedness of all things that 
is ontological. Throughout this dissertation, ontology is held to mean created being as the 
physical expression of metaphysical or divine intent. Therefore, that created beings exist 
and are sustained and evolve in a relational manner is held to be ontological: it reflects 
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the intentions of the Creator. Gone is the “great chain of being” with its static hierarchy 
of diverse but independent beings. That reflects an ontology in which unchanging species 
basically replicate themselves generation after generation. That is replaced by a dynamic 
unity of diverse and changing beings. This reflects an ontology in which species evolve 
over many, many generations, influenced both by their environments and by what this 
dissertation will call metaphysical permission. Arthur Peacocke succinctly states that 
“The Creator unfolds the created potentialities of the universe in and through a process in 
which its possibilities and propensities become actualized.”44 This process is the 
dynamic relatedness put forth as a universal characteristic of the creation by modern 
cosmology (Big Bang theory) and experienced specifically on Earth through evolution 
and ecology.  
Douglas Christie says that “this understanding of the character of ecological 
networks upon which life depends, and especially the fragility of these networks, has 
become integral to our sense of the world. Human identity is itself becoming 
ecological.”45 Therefore, human moral responsibility for the well-being of other humans 
must address not just the quality of social, cultural, and economic relationships 
constructed by human beings, but also the quality of the relationship between humankind 
and creation, and between human beings through the ecology of Earth. This calls for a 
breadth of responsibility that includes the well-being of the whole Earth. Karl Peters 
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states that “how well we live in the sense of contributing further to human culture, 
biological well-being, and the ecosystems of the earth … is the primary responsibility of 
our phenomenal self.”46 This can be viewed as an extension of the commandment to 
“love your neighbor”—because a healthy Earth is good for your human neighbor, 
because the non-human world, too, is your neighbor, or because both considerations are 
integrated.  
From a biblical perspective, this all-inclusive love and care for the neighbor can 
be thought of as a kind of whole-Earth redemption if it contributes to relieving the stress 
in which “the whole creation has been groaning in labor pains,” in the words of the 
Apostle Paul (Romans 8:22, NRSV). Bruce Reichenbach and Elving Anderson say that 
“the obligation to change what we have destroyed by our sin is consistent with the 
redemptive motif that runs through Scripture. The Apostle Paul speaks about creation, 
along with us, groaning, waiting for redemption.”47 Redemption in this sense is not 
simply individualistic and otherworldly. Larry Rasmussen states that “redemption’s 
ethic… is not an earth-denying asceticism or any other exiting from creation but 
‘immersion within the very sphere that [is to be] reclaimed by God’s redemptive work.’ It 
is earth ethics for creation’s well-being.”48 Sacramental creation spirituality views all 
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creation as an evolving web of life created by God in which human responsibility to 
address the ecological crisis is at least part of the story of redemption.  
 
The Relationship between the Spiritual and the Material  
Sacramental creation spirituality explicitly affirms the value of the material world 
to spiritual experience by integrating the spiritual and the material as contributors to one 
holistic religious life or spirituality. The term “creation spirituality” is not original to this 
dissertation or even new, since Matthew Fox coined it for Original Blessing: A Primer in 
Creation Spirituality (1983). “Creation spirituality” literally can be understood as a 
redundant term: “creation” draws attention to the fact that Fox and others define 
“spirituality” as both cataphatic and apophatic; positive and negative; namable and 
unnamable; tangible and intangible.  
A classic definition of this holistic approach to God is found in Pseudo-Dionysius: 
God is… known in all things and as distinct from all things. He is known through 
knowledge and through unknowing. Of him there is conception, reason, 
understanding, touch, perception, opinion, imagination, name, and many other 
things. On the other hand he cannot be understood, words cannot contain him, and 
no name can lay hold of him. He is not one of the things that are and he cannot be 
known in any of them. He is all things in all things and he is no thing among 
things. He is known to all from all things and he is known to no one from 
anything.49 
 
This passage is full of seemingly contradictory statements. But Paul Rorem calls it “a 
dialectical way of understanding,”50 a spirituality that is informed by both the namable 
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and the unnamable, the cataphatic and the apophatic. The critique of Western Christianity 
in light of the ecological crisis is that it has ignored the namable, the material, the things, 
the positive, the cataphatic in the experience of God, leaving God distant from the 
creation, and spirituality, therefore, a practice of reaching beyond the body and its place 
in creation.  
While this dissertation acknowledges that spirituality is associated with a 
non-material and transcendent experience of God, it does not limit spirituality in this 
way. Sacramental creation spirituality affirms the experience of God in the creation as 
well as through those experiences held to be of a non-material or transcendent nature. 
Fox responds specifically to this in saying “spirituality does not make us otherworldly; it 
renders us more fully alive. The path that spirituality takes is away from the superficial 
into the depths.”51 The “depths” includes not just the apophatic or the way of negation 
and non-materiality in spirituality; it includes the cataphatic or the Via Positiva, as Fox 
identifies it: “befriending creation.”52 This means that the approach to the divine occurs 
dialectically, both through the sensed and rational experience of the material world and 
by setting aside materiality, tangibility, and rational thought. By attaching “creation” to 
“spirituality” to create the one term, “creation spirituality,” Fox makes an emphatic point: 
spirituality does not turn its back on creation or leave it behind in the approach to God. 
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Analogously, this dissertation’s inclusion of “sacramental” in the term “sacramental 
creation spirituality” emphasizes a sacramental understanding of creation that is already 
implicit to creation spirituality, as will be shown. 
 
Panentheism 
Panentheism – a non-dualistic theological understanding of God and creation — 
underlies sacramental creation spirituality. Arthur Peacocke defines panentheism as “the 
belief that the Being of God includes and penetrates the whole universe, so that every part 
of it exists in God and (as against pantheism) that God’s Being is more than, and is not 
exhausted by, the universe.”53 Put another way, creation is in God, and God is in creation 
but not limited to or by creation. From this panentheistic view, the ontology of 
relatedness described above also affirms cosmic divine incarnation in the creation, which 
in turn supports the move away from material vs. spiritual dualism toward a holistic 
creation spirituality such as presented above. It is in the context of the theology of 
panentheism that the teachings of Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard begin to offer seeds 
for a 21st-century sacramental creation spirituality, to be drawn out in Chapter 4.  
In brief, Maximus was a monk, outspoken theologian, and interpreter and 
defender of the Chalcedon Formula of Christ (451 CE). His teachings affirming the 
presence of the Creator Logos as logoi in all created things are bases for the universal or 
cosmic incarnation understood in panentheism. Hans Urs von Balthasar defines logoi as 
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the “hidden immanence of the pre-existing Word (Logos) in all the intelligible structures 
(logoi) of the world.”54 They are Christ in all things. In addition, in support of 
relatedness as an ontological condition (a condition of being from its metaphysical 
origins), this investigation will examine Maximus’s view of each being as a synthesis of 
mutually existing polarities (not independent dualities), replicated at all levels of creation 
as microcosm and macrocosm. For example, the human being is the synthesis of body 
and soul, which correspond to sanctuary and nave of the church, which correspond to 
heaven and earth in the world, and so on, all of which are contained in Christ, the 
archetypal synthesis of divine and human.55 This archetypal synthesis is the Christ of 
Chalcedon which, it will be shown, holds forth a hope of deification or final fulfillment 
or redemption for all created things. This notion of “being” as a synthesis of polarities 
also distinguishes Maximus’s ontological views from the dualisms identified as 
Neo-Platonic, undermining the case for material vs. spiritual dualism.  
In his day, Nicholas of Cusa, a 15th-century Cardinal and theologian of the Roman 
Catholic Church, defended himself against charges of pantheism. Analysis will show that 
it is not pantheism but panentheism that is implicit in his teachings. Ontologically, he 
describes a cosmos that “unfolds” from God and “enfolds” into God. A Brief Glossary Of 
Cusan Terms defines unfolding and enfolding this way: 
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As enfolded in God, all are God but as unfolded in creation, they are themselves 
as plural and differentiated.56 
 
For example, in De Visione Dei Nicholas speaks of a tree: “I turn toward this large and 
tall nut tree…”57 and “I see that this tree is a certain unfolding of the seed’s power and 
that the seed is a certain unfolding of Omnipotent Power.”58 Nicholas presents ontology 
as an unfolding movement of creation in which God is always and everywhere present. 
This, it will be argued, is consistent with the micro/macrocosm ontology of synthesis or 
relatedness and the Logos/logoi ontology of divine presence found in Maximus.  
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, a 20th-century Jesuit priest and paleontologist, worked 
to integrate the emerging science of his age, especially evolution, with Christianity. In 
The Divine Milieu he writes: 
We may, perhaps, imagine that the creation was finished long ago. But that would 
be quite wrong. It continues still more magnificently.59 
 
Teilhard embraced the emerging 20th century sciences of evolution and modern 
cosmology. Where he evolves in his thought beyond Maximus and Nicholas is in his 
understanding of the role and place of humankind in creation. Maximus and Nicholas 
placed humankind in a static position atop a fixed hierarchy of beings that is the creation. 
Their created world was repetitive over time: generations came and went, but there was 
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no ontological change in the beings of the hierarchy. Teilhard places humankind as the 
conscious and free participant in an emerging and evolving creation, asserting that “we 
serve to complete it [the creation], even by the humblest work of our hands. That is, 
ultimately, the meaning and value of our acts.”60 From a panentheistic view, this 
responsibility to participate in the completion of the Earth becomes participation in the 
sacred work of God’s ongoing creation and creativity. Furthermore, Teilhard adds 
direction to the human responsibility for the completion of creation, saying, “Let us give 
the name of Omega to the upper cosmic goal disclosed by creative union.”61 Omega is 
Christ in whom all creation will be fulfilled as cosmic redemption which, this dissertation 
will argue, is already revealed in the Christ of the Chalcedon Formula, in defense of 
which Maximus ultimately gave his life. Until the Omega point, the world itself is in a 
process of “ontogenesis (a vast becoming what it is),” Teilhard states; it is evolving, as 
we understand the science, such that “the world slowly accumulates, starting with the 
whole of matter, that which will make of it the Heavenly Jerusalem or the New Earth.”62 
Human beings contribute to the universal attainment of this redemption, which occurs not 
separate from God but in God; not exclusively for human beings but for all creation. 
 
Sacramental Creation 
Panentheism supports the explicitly stated positions of some writers that the 
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experience of creation — nature/Earth/cosmos — is sacramental. Sallie McFague, for 
example, writes about “a kind of sacramentalism that is radically incarnational: God is 
with us here and now in and on our earth.”63 James Nash says that “for the spiritually 
receptive … the cosmos is a complex of sacramental signs.”64 Alexander Schmemann 
states that “the world was created as the ‘matter,’ the material of one all-embracing 
eucharist, and man was created as the priest of this cosmic sacrament.”65 Schmemann 
attributes this eucharistic or sacramental quality of “the world” to the “real presence” of 
God in creation.66 Nature is not merely symbolic of God or a sign of God if symbol or 
sign are understood to exclude the actual presence of the thing symbolized or signified. 
“The Fathers and the whole early tradition” of the church, he goes on to say, believed that 
“symbolical is not only not opposed to ‘real,’ but embodies it as its very expression and 
mode of manifestation.”67 Thus, that which is sacramental conveys real presence.  
Panentheism supports this view and experience of creation as sacramental. 
Maximus’s thinking is particularly important to this dissertation. Lars Thunberg explains 
why: 
Maximus’ understanding of the created world … can best be termed a sacramental 
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one. On account of the presence of the Logos in all things, holding their logoi 
together, the world is pregnant with divine reality, and knowledge of it – through 
the rational quality of man, his own logos – is itself a kind of communion with 
God, a participation in divine things through the aims and purposes that are 
recognized in creation.68 
  
Nicholas also conveyed this sense or experience of communion with the divine through 
the world, saying “O Lord, that sweetness by which You now feed my soul is so great 
that my soul is somehow aided by means of what it experiences in this world and by 
means of those most agreeable likenesses which You inspire.”69 The imagery of literally 
tasting and partaking of food that is “most agreeable” and that becomes “sweet” food to 
the soul is a sacramental enfolding of material experience back toward the transcendent 
experience of God. It is recognition of “participation in divine things” through an 
experience in and of creation. Teilhard explicitly sought to bring sacramental creation 
into the experience and meaning of the Eucharist in La Messe sur le Monde (Mass on the 
World), written in 1923. According to Nicolas Corte, Teilhard “shows himself 
preoccupied above all with giving his daily Mass a cosmic function and planetary 
dimensions.”70 Teilhard’s sense of the scope and meaning of the Eucharist drew all 
creation into the eucharistic liturgy as part of the sacramental community.  
These citations introduce the sacramentalism of sacramental creation spirituality 
and suggest the support that can found in the teachings of Maximus, Nicholas, and 
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Teilhard. This sacramentalism is based on the presence of creation in God and God in 
creation, not as in pantheism where all is God and God is all, but panentheism, where all 
is in God but God retains a transcendence that is both the beginning and end – the Alpha 
and the Omega – of all creation.    
In the next two chapters sacramental creation spirituality will be more fully 
developed using the four core elements presented earlier, and offered as a term that 
integrates the writings of Christian scholars in environmental theology, ethics, and 
spirituality. In Chapter 4 this will be given greater ontological and theological support by 
adding a whole-Earth consciousness found in Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
RESPONSE TO THE ECOLOGICAL CRISIS: 
SACRAMENTAL CREATION SPIRITUALITY  - 
RELATEDNESS, RESPONSBILITY, AND 
REDEMPTION 
 
 
The writers drawn on to define sacramental creation spirituality in this 
dissertation describe all biotic creation as an evolving web of life created by God. In this 
setting, action to address the ecological crisis is a human ethical responsibility and is at 
least part of the story of redemption. Ian Barbour, after describing the writings of Loren 
Eiseley, Aldo Leopold, Annie Dillard, Matthew Fox, Brian Swimme, Thomas Berry, 
Sallie McFague, Rosemary Radford Ruether, and others, states that “a strong feature of 
all these versions of nature-centered spirituality is the support they give to environmental 
ethics.”1 References from some of the writers mentioned by Barbour plus other 20th and 
21st century writers will be used to draw out cosmological, ecological, and evolutional 
views that justify a turn away from anthropocentric valuing of creation toward something 
“nature-centered” or, more broadly stated, creation-centered. It will be shown that these 
views support “environmental ethics” that are not simply a subset of human social ethics. 
Human social ethics considerations imply a process of ethical discernment in which 
human well-being – any human’s well-being – is always the primary value, even in a 
discussion of environmental ethics. Environmental ethics, it will be argued, is worthy in 
its own right and is the context for the development of human social ethics, not the other 
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way around. Viewed together, these writers and their writings are nature-centered in a 
number of ways, including the affirmation of evolving, relational nature as a source of 
ethics and as a process that is fulfilling or redemptive for all being, not just human 
beings. Three terms - relatedness; responsibility; and redemption – summarize this view 
and are developed in this chapter. 
 
Relatedness 
In sacramental creation spirituality, relatedness is an ontological term. That is, it 
is the nature-of-being rooted in the metaphysical or divine intentions for creation. 
Rosemary Ruether describes the range and nature of relatedness when she says that “one 
of the most basic ‘lessons’ of ecology for ethics and spirituality is the interrelation of all 
things. Both earth science and astrophysics give us extraordinary and powerfully 
compelling messages about our kinship, not only with all living things on earth, but even 
with distant stars and galaxies.”2 The “earth science” she refers to is ecology and 
evolution. The “astrophysics” is the cosmology of the Big Bang. Together they describe 
an interrelatedness of all things in the universe that Ruether calls “kinship.” This is the 
beginning of a new creation story characteristic of sacramental creation spirituality. 
“To be” is to be in relationship with all things. Thomas Berry encourages a 
deliberate human transition to what he calls the “Ecozoic Era, the period when humans 
will be present to the planet as participating members of the comprehensive Earth 
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community.”3 This Ecozoic Era has several characteristics: the acceptance of the modern 
scientific view of the creation, especially as described in modern cosmology as the Big 
Bang and its ongoing cosmogenesis; ecology as a matrix of dynamic, mutual 
interrelatedness; and the theory of evolution. Berry says that “after some four centuries of 
empirical observations and experiment we are having a new experience of the deepest 
mysteries of the universe. We see the universe both as a developmental sequence of 
irreversible transformations and as an ever-renewing sequence of seasonal cycles. We 
find ourselves living both as cosmos and as cosmogenesis.”4 This is a new experience in 
that human beings recognize themselves not as independent of creation or other things, 
but as inextricably united with all things. Therefore, ontologies of dualism and 
soteriologies and spiritualities that separate and divide must be reexamined in this new 
context. As this dissertation shows, a modern science of nature is foundational to 
sacramental creation spirituality because it accepts “relatedness” as an ontological 
condition of creation. However, Philip Hefner observes that “on the theological side, we 
can count on the fingers of one hand the full-scale expositions of the Christian faith that 
take the current scientific understanding of nature into account in any meaningful 
detail.”5  
The writers of sacramental creation spirituality, or “nature-centered spirituality” 
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as described above by Barbour, explicitly accept the current scientific understanding of 
nature, especially as described in modern cosmology, ecology, and evolution. Numerous 
citations are readily available not only of its presence but of efforts to unveil its 
“meaningful detail.” For example, Holmes Rolston marvels that “nature has spun quite a 
story, first in the heavens and later on Earth, making this planet with its landscapes, 
seascapes, and going from zero to five million species in five billion years.”6 He is 
describing nature as cosmogenesis, from the beginning (in the heavens) to the current 
evolutional state of life on Earth. The universe is filled with a burgeoning diversity, but it 
is all one ongoing event from one origin. He says “we confront a projective nature, one 
restlessly full of projects – stars, comets, planets, moons, and also rocks, crystals, rivers, 
canyons, seas. The life in which these astronomical and geological processes culminate is 
still more impressive, but it is of a piece of the whole projective system. Everything is 
made out of dirt and water, stellar stuff, and funded with stellar energy. One cannot be 
impressed with life in isolation from its originating matrix.”7 The “originating matrix” is 
the cosmos, which is “projective nature.” Its project on Earth with its coming to life on 
Earth is not independent of its origins; but, it does play out as a dynamic process 
influenced by the characteristics of Earth’s environment. Human beings are not 
developmentally, physically, or even spiritually independent of this environment for 
“humans depend on airflow, water cycles, sunshine, photosynthesis, nitrogen fixation, 
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decomposition bacteria, fungi, the ozone layer, food chains, insect pollination, soils, 
earthworks, climates, oceans, and genetic materials. An ecology always lies in the 
background of culture, natural givens that support everything else.”8 Rolston is saying 
that human life and human cultural expressiveness are always projections from our 
positions as “residents in an ecological community”9 that is universal.  
Karl Peters also uses the term matrix. Where Roltson refers to the cosmos as the 
originating matrix, Peters describes an ecosystem as a matrix. He says “ecosystems … 
are valuable because interaction among species, and between species and nonliving 
matter and energy, is a creative matrix.”10 It is in the context of a matrix of biological, 
chemical, and physical influences and laws that cosmogenesis and, particularly on Earth, 
evolution continue. Peters states that “this creative matrix gives birth to new forms of 
genetic codes and hence to new species and their individuals through what is called 
natural selection.”11 Taken together, Rolston and Peters are describing the universe and 
its local particularities, such as planet Earth, as a matrix of connections and influences 
that are dynamic and creative.  
An important product of this dynamic creativity is human consciousness. Thomas 
Berry reflects on the meaningfulness of the human conscious realization of being a 
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species among many in the cosmogenic matrix of creation. He begins by saying that “the 
flaring forth of the primordial energy carried within itself all that would ever happen in 
the long series of transformations that would bring the universe into its present mode of 
being.”12 This present mode of being is the cosmogenesis of the universe into its variety 
of beings, “since the story of the universe is the story of each individual being in the 
universe.”13 The “reality inherent in the original flaring forth could not be known until 
the shaping forces held in this process had brought forth the galaxies, the Earth, the 
multitude of living species, and the reflection of the universe on itself in human 
intelligence.”14 Thus Berry is expressing the possibility of a unique role for humankind 
in the unfolding story and emergence of the universe and its diverse beings. He is 
suggesting that human consciousness is not just individual self-consciousness or even just 
human species-consciousness, but the consciousness of the creation itself.  
Furthermore, there is an emerging Christian theological response to the current 
scientific understandings of nature. Cosmogenesis at the very least describes what John 
Hart calls integral being, “the continuing, changing, and complexifying original 
existent… [F]or the humanist, integral being is the complex cosmos in itself, with all its 
diversity of being.” However, in sacramental creation spirituality this cosmic relatedness 
carries over into the realm of theology. For the believer, Hart says, “integral being is the 
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dynamic cosmos as a whole – existing in, engaged with, and sacred because of – divine 
presence.”15 So, on the theological side, sacramental creation spirituality takes the 
current scientific understanding of nature very seriously because God is the Creator in 
and behind it all. 
Sacramental creation spirituality’s proclamation of “integral being” or 
cosmogenesis is one answer to the important contemporary question of how religion and 
science relate to each other. Ian Barbour describes four “typologies” as answers to that 
question: conflict; independence; dialogue; and integration.16 Barbour attributes conflict 
between religion and science to the incompatibility of “scientific materialism” at one end 
of the spectrum and “biblical literalism” at the other end. On the other hand, the 
integration of religion and science, according to Barbour, is based on the belief that 
science and theology can be mutually informative, contributing to “the development of an 
inclusive metaphysics.”17 Sacramental creation spirituality is an inclusive metaphysics. 
In the context of the term relatedness this means it integrates the findings of modern 
science with the belief in a Creator. Reconciling the two rather than holding them in 
conflict is part of the process of sacramental creation spirituality. Sallie McFague says “if 
nature is part of us, so we are part of nature; that is, not only are we body, but nature is 
spirit (or subject, soul – whatever we call that part of ourselves that we consider ‘more 
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than’ nature).”18 Relatedness, as an ontology expressed by the contributors to 
sacramental creation spirituality, places “more than nature” into nature (creation) and its 
projective processes. This is defined in the dissertation as metaphysics. Specifically, in 
this case, it is the placing of a Creator into the workings of cosmogenesis. Citations 
abound. 
Karl Peters calls “the matrix, the mother of all, the divine creativity present in the 
interactions of the universe from the very beginning. This is the sacred heart of the 
evolving universe.”19 He is adding metaphysical qualities to the matrix: “divine 
creativity” and “sacred heart.” Divine creativity in particular conveys a theology of God 
more as “verb” than “noun.” God is defined by what God does and not only, if at all, by 
what God is. This is an example of theological reform influenced by a view of creation as 
dynamic and not static. Peters says “God is the process of creation, the event of creation. 
A process of creation, a particular pattern that makes the structure of creating as it takes 
place – this we can possibly observe in our midst.”20 Therefore, in Peters’s view, 
occurrences or patterns of creativity in nature may be observable instances of God’s 
ongoing creativity, such as evolution. “One possible idea about the pattern of creating 
that seems to fit much of experience is the idea proposed by Charles Darwin.”21 This is 
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one example of an inclusive metaphysic: it integrates science and the religious belief in a 
Creator God. 
Sallie McFague is explicit in her inclusive metaphysics as well: “God is creator, 
the source of life, of all forms of life: that is the critical theological statement, and the 
theological way to imagine that statement for our time must be commensurate with the 
holistic, evolutionary sensibility. The picture of the universe as the visible creation of 
God giving birth to her ‘body,’ that is, to life, even as we give birth to children – provides 
a model of kinship, concern, and affinity.”22 She begins this statement with an 
affirmation of the Creator God, and then says this affirmation must be reconciled – must 
be commensurate – with the modern scientific view of creation. She does this by 
metaphorically comparing creation to childbirth, alluding to a divine begetting of the 
creation that creates universal kinship among the beings of creation. 
James Nash describes another way – a Christological way – to integrate God and 
creation. Because of cosmology, ecology, and evolution “humans are representative of 
the earth, interdependent parts of nature – and this totality is what God became immersed 
in through association with the Representative of Humanity in the Incarnation.”23 The 
Representative of Humanity is how Nash characterizes the human nature of Christ. This 
human nature, he is saying, is comprised of all creation because human beings are 
inextricably part of creation as an originating matrix. Therefore, according to Nash, “the 
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Incarnation confers dignity not only on humankind, but on everything and everyone past 
and present, with which humankind is united in interdependence – corporeality, 
materiality, indeed, the whole of the earthly and heavenly. It sanctifies the biophysical 
world, making all things and kinds meaningful and worthy and valuable in the divine 
scheme.”24 Nash is simply saying that the incarnation of God in the human Jesus of 
Nazareth is an affirmation of the dignity of all creation by virtue of the biophysical 
inseparability of any human being, including Jesus, from the cosmos. With respect to 
“religion and science” this is an integration because it expands the meaning of the 
incarnation from limited human significance to cosmic proportion based on the modern 
scientific story of cosmogenesis.    
Arthur Peacocke integrates the Creator, modern evolutionary science, and 
cosmology as “emergent monism” and “theistic naturalism.” Complex systems, he 
believes, create or include new realities that cannot be explained by a reduction to 
constituent parts. Peacocke says “natural systems… have an inbuilt capacity to produce 
new realities.” By “new realities” he means something that is not simply the sum of the 
parts. For example, he is saying that chemistry cannot simply be reduced to physics; 
biology cannot simply be reduced to chemistry; ecology cannot simply be reduced to 
biology; and so on. Therefore, he says “all …systems are incorporated into larger and 
more comprehensive complexes so that the world (physical, biological, ecological, 
human, social, cultural) is a System-of-systems and that this is the basis of the fecundity 
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and diversity of the natural world.” Peacocke calls this “emergent monism” and says it is 
“the mode of the divine creativity in nature.”25 This divine creativity works through the 
process he calls “theistic naturalism,” meaning “God is at work creating and maintaining 
the evolving, emergent natural order, rather than being conceived as external to it, 
occasionally intervening and disrupting its regularities.”26 Peacocke says this implies a 
closer relationship between divine and nature “than has prevailed in much, at least 
Western, Christian theology.”27 
Thomas Berry also expresses this need to bring the divine and nature together, 
saying “our greatest single need is to accept this story of the universe as we now know 
this as our sacred story. It could be considered as the most magnificent of all creation 
stories. This story does not diminish, it rather enhances the earlier story that we have 
through the book of Genesis.”28 It does this by integrating the affirmation of a Creator 
God with modern scientific understandings of the “radical relatedness” of creation 
inherent to cosmology, ecology, and evolution. By accepting this story, sacramental 
creation spirituality gives ontological importance to the insights of modern science; that 
is, it affirms the relational being of the universe as divine creation and the becoming of 
the universe as divine creativity throughout all creation. As such, Sallie McFague speaks 
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of “an ecological base for both ontology and knowledge: we live and learn in 
relationships. The goal of this knowledge is practical: it is to help create a better world, 
one fit for habitation by human beings and the earth others.”29 McFague is saying that 
human responsibility for the Earth is implicit to the scientifically understood relatedness 
of all things. She gives this view ontological backing – it derives from the core of 
relational being and becoming as divine creation and creativity. 
 
Responsibility 
In the context of this new story about creation and divine creativity, the scope of 
human moral responsibility is seen to extend beyond humankind to “all things,” and 
towards what all things or beings are becoming. To seek the well-being of Earth human 
beings must first accept their place of mutual relatedness in the ecological whole. Then, 
accept responsibility to act in a manner of respect and care for ecological relationships – 
the matrix that sustains all life and, over long evolutionary periods of time, influences 
what the Earth and its creatures become. Douglas Christie says that “taking seriously this 
‘ecological thought’ will of necessity mean learning to live into a deeper and more 
encompassing moral or ethical relationship with the living world.”30 This emerging sense 
of broad responsibility is characteristic of sacramental creation spirituality. Citations 
abound from those writers who contribute to the sacramental creation spirituality 
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described in this dissertation.  
James Nash sets the context and challenge for responsibility or ecological ethics: 
“Though ecological ethics incorporates and depends on social ethics, it is not simply a 
branch or subdivision of the latter. It includes the social sphere, but it also deals with a 
broader context where the standard values and norms of social ethics are often at least 
truncated and sometimes inapplicable.”31 The context for ethics from the sacramental 
creation spirituality view is the ecological community, not simply human society. Larry 
Rasmussen describes this change in context from human society to ecological community 
as the basis for ecological ethics with the simple statement that “the well-being of Earth 
is primary. Human well-being is derivative.”32 Thomas Berry echoes the sentiment, 
saying “the ecological community is not subordinate to the human community. Nor is the 
ecological imperative derivative from human ethics. Rather, our human ethics are 
derivative from the ecological imperative. The basic ethical norm is the well-being of the 
comprehensive community and the attainment of human well-being within that 
community.”33 The subject of ethical consideration and focus, then, is the community – 
the kinship of all things and the manner in which all things are related in cosmogenesis 
and day-to-day interaction in the web or matrix of ecology and evolution on planet Earth. 
What we know about healthy care for these relationships should guide our 
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behavior. For example, Holmes Rolston says “the first lesson learned in evolution was 
perhaps one of conflict, but a subsequent one is of kinship, for the life we value in 
persons is advanced from but allied with the life in monkeys, perch, and lousewort.”34 
Rolston is quick to relate this story of evolution to biblical story, noting in his next 
sentences that the “Noah principle of preserving a breeding population is powerfully 
present in the Endangered Species Act. But if life generically is of value, then every 
specific individual in some degree instances this value, and this is why, without due 
cause, it is a sin to kill a mockingbird.”35 So Rolston moves from observing that, in 
evolution, all things are related to making inferences about value and ethical behavior, 
and in doing so chooses to use religious language (sin) and religious story (Noah). In a 
few brief lines Rolston brings together the natural (evolution), the doctrinal (sin), and the 
biblical (the Noah principle) as an integration of religion and science. Rolston says 
“natural science is an intrinsically worthwhile activity,”36 and “intrinsic worth” can be 
heard to extend beyond the simple findings of science and the material use of nature for 
human benefit. Nature and the study of nature inform ethics. Rolston writes, “We do now 
find a trend in nature - its projecting of life, stability, integrity, culminating in a sense of 
beauty when humans enter the scene - that we ought to follow (in the axiological sense), 
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although there are no moral agents other than ourselves in nature.”37 And he jumps to a 
biblical ethical imperative, concluding that you should “love your neighborhood as you 
do yourself”38—the biblical mandate to “love your neighbor as yourself” is extended to 
all life and ecosystems on the basis of ecological and evolutionary science – the science 
of community or kinship or relationship. 
This expanded purview of “love your neighbor” is pervasive among writers who 
shape sacramental creation spirituality because it draws all beings together as subjects of 
moral consideration, not limiting moral reach to just the moral agents – the human 
beings. Ruether says “humans ethics should be a more refined and conscious version of 
…natural interdependency, mandating humans to imagine and feel the sufferings of 
others, and to find ways in which interrelation becomes cooperative and mutually 
life-enhancing for both sides.”39 The “others” Ruether refers to are those other than 
human beings. Thomas Berry says, similarly, that “the present urgency is to begin 
thinking within the context of the whole planet, the integral Earth community with all its 
human and other-than-human components. When we discuss ethics we must understand it 
to mean the principles and values that govern that comprehensive community. Human 
ethics concerns the manner whereby we give expression at the rational level to the 
                                                
37 Ibid., 225. 
 
38 Ibid., 312. 
 
39 Ruether, Gaia and God, 57. 
 
  
45 
ordering principles of that larger community.”40 Berry is saying that human ethics must 
derive from “the ordering principles” of the larger whole-Earth community. This is 
characteristic of ethics from a sacramental creation spirituality viewpoint. Thus Rolston 
adapts the commandment by changing the subject of our love from “neighbor” to 
“neighborhood,” moving in the direction of the whole-Earth community that Ruether and 
Berry put forth as the basis for ethics, which in an age of ecological crisis and 
consciousness of cosmogenesis must be ecological ethics.  
James Nash supports such adaptation as a necessary process in ecological ethics. 
He concludes that “if ecological ethics is given its due, significant redefinitions of moral 
responsibilities and relationships will be necessary… Everything from the definitions of 
“neighbor” and “sin” to the nature of rights and duties will need to be extended and 
revised.”41 Like others, he bases this conclusion on the modern understanding of creation 
– the new story of cosmogenesis and the relatedness of all things. He says “the ‘love of 
nature’ is simply the ‘love of neighbor’ universalized in recognition of our common 
origins, mutual dependencies, and shared destiny with the whole creation of the God who 
is all-embracing love. In context, the task of a Christian ecological ethic is to help us 
define the character and conduct of the good neighbor, the ecological equivalent of the 
Good Samaritan who shows compassion and heals the wounds of our biotic neighbors in 
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desperate need.”42 Thus the two terms, neighbor and neighborhood, capture both an 
expanded purview of care for individuals and the recognition that individuals can only be 
properly cared for through appropriate regard for their ecological community – the 
neighborhood.  
An expanded purview of the “love your neighbor” commandment is not 
sacramental creation spirituality’s only ethical response to the ecological crisis. 
Expanding the argument, Sallie McFague says “Christian nature spirituality… is loving 
nature in the same way we love God and other people as valuable in itself… Christian 
nature spirituality tells us further that in our time nature is oppressed and needs our 
special care. To care for it properly, we must pay attention to it, learn about its needs, 
become better acquainted with it.”43 In this way sacramental creation spirituality views 
care for Earth not simply as care for an object in obedience to God or for the benefit of a 
human neighbor or even a non-human neighbor, but a subjective experience with Earth 
and its creatures. McFague conveys the need to adapt and transform a traditional 
anthropocentric ethic to the broader scope of a whole-Earth consciousness and care. It 
represents the effort to progress from what Berry calls “microphase ethics” to 
“macrophase ethics.” In the past, Berry says, human beings have engaged in microphase 
ethics that were anthropocentric and ignored the natural world. An appropriate 
macrophase ethic for the ecological crisis, he says, “can only be fulfilled by a concern for 
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the integrity of the natural world.”44  
Specific ways in which “concern for the integrity of the natural world” play out as 
ecological ethics are complicated and broad ranging. Since all living things are related 
and the relationships themselves are mediated through ecological and evolutional systems 
that pertain to health and survival on an individual and a species basis, there are always 
questions of balance and priority. James Nash says there are two “polarities… in creative 
tension for an adequate ecological ethic. One is moral respect for individuals and the 
other for collectives or wholes.”45 John Hart conveys the breadth of the tension. First, 
like others, he describes ecological ethics as an “interpretation of the Great 
Commandment” (love God and neighbor) and then says “those to be loved include Earth 
as an abiotic whole; humankind; and biota as a whole and in part.”46 In essence, love 
everything and their systems of sustaining relationships. In the ethical response to this 
task clearly the preservation of ecosystems is a high priority. This is conveyed, too, in 
Aldo Leopold’s famous eco-centered land ethic from his 1949 book A Sand County 
Almanac: “A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of 
the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”47 Rasmussen describes this 
as “one way to formulate the moral import of the relatedness at the heart of being 
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itself.”48 In other words: protect the relatedness; protect the matrix; protect the 
functioning ecosystems. Hart conveys this in his “principles of Christian ecological 
ethics.” These ethics encourage “care for the Earth commons, which is … home for the 
biotic community” and they “respect the intrinsic value of the biotic community.”49 The 
commons he defines as “the local cosmos”50 which, understood as Earth, is a place of 
cosmogenesis, ecology, and evolution. He goes on to say that “a relational consciousness, 
a mode of thinking in which one appreciates otherkind as mutually connected beings in 
the cosmos, is emerging in Christian environmental thought. It is the foundation for a 
relational ethics in which the value and rights of both human and nonhuman creation are 
advocated, and right conduct toward this interdependent community of being is 
promoted.”51 Appropriate conduct and care for the community is promoted; but, in this 
statement Hart also hints at the challenge to balance care for the whole with care for the 
individual parts when he refers to the “value and rights of both human and nonhuman.” 
Rights for nature – that is, nonhuman rights - is emerging as an important 
component in the ecological ethics of sacramental creation spirituality. The challenge of 
rights in this context is to say whether or not nonhumans have rights and whether or not 
ecosystems have rights. Roderick Nash conveys this challenge in a brief history of 
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individual rights versus concern for ecosystems: 
Philosophers assumed that first some humans, then all humans, then some 
nonhmans (animals), and, as the circle widened, all nonhumans (plants, insects, 
viruses), had intrinsic value and, it followed for some thinkers, natural rights to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of their own style of happiness. But the land ethic 
(Leopold), ethical holism (Callicott), an egalitarian type of biocentrism (Taylor), 
and deep ecology (Naess) led the most radical moral philosophers of recent times 
to conclusions that devalued the individual life relative to the integrity, diversity, 
and continuation of the ecosystem. ...A biocentric ethical philosophy could be 
interpreted as extending the esteem in which individual lives were traditionally 
held to the bio-physical matrix that created and sustained those lives.52 
 
Roderick Nash raises the issue of intrinsic value. Does nature have intrinsic value? He 
distinguishes between nature’s intrinsic value and nature’s value from an anthropocentric 
viewpoint. He says “the difference between the two viewpoints is the difference between 
feeling that cruelty to animals is bad for humans… and the recent belief that cruelty 
violates animals’ rights.”53 Intrinsic value in this sense is to say that there are valuing 
centers other than the perspective of human beings. One can speak of biocentrism (life 
centered valuing) or geocentrism (Earth centered valuing) or theocentrism (God centered 
valuing). All of these impute intrinsic value to things other than “just humans” because 
these things, in their own way, are valuing centers.   
Karl Peters says “because all living things are valuing creatures, we are all worthy 
of being treated as intrinsically valuable. We all are worthy of having our living 
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affirmed.”54 With respect to affirming nonhuman living things, James Nash says 
“rights… are justifiable claims on humans for the basic conditions necessary for the 
well-being of otherkind.”55 Nash presents a list of “biotic rights” and John Hart provides 
a list of “natural rights.” Both state that these rights apply to both “individuals and 
species.”56 Their lists of rights are similar and Hart’s is presented here as illustrative and 
more recent. Hart offers seven rights: “the right to live a natural existence; the right to 
reproduce their species; the right to nutrition and bodily sustenance; the right to shelter; 
the right to appropriate outer body covering; the right to be free from human intervention; 
the right to habitat integrity and restoration.”57 Hart explains each of these rights in more 
detail and, importantly, clearly places their implementation in the ecological and 
evolutionary context of the individuals and species.  
This balance between the individual/species and the ecosystem/matrix is, to say it 
again, characteristic of ecological ethics. James Nash uses the term “fittingness” or 
“ecosystemic compatibility” to explain it. He says “ecosystemic compatibility is the norm 
that counters one of the fundamental tendencies at the roots of the ecological crisis: the 
failure to adapt to the limiting conditions of life – the carrying, regenerative, and 
absorptive capacities of the biophysical world, as illustrated by the problems of climate 
                                                
54 Peters, Dancing With The Sacred, 65. 
 
55 Nash, Loving Nature, 186. 
 
56 Ibid., 135. 
 
57 Hart, Sacramental Commons, 136. 
 
  
51 
change and human overpopulation.”58 Nash, of course, is referring to the failure of 
human beings to acknowledge ecosytemic limits and “fit in” as a species. His point is that 
nature itself shows the way and he mentions Rolston, Ruether, Rasmussen, Cobb, Daly, 
Gustafson, Hawken, and Schumacher as proponents of “ecosystemic compatibility” or 
“fittingness.” Rights for nature, if implemented and enforced, sustain the ecosystem and 
its creatures and preserve nature as a guide to ecological limitations for humankind and 
culture if human beings will view, consider, and follow nature in an “axiological sense,” 
to quote Rolston. 
The sense of responsibility that emerges from the relatedness of creation seeks to 
balance “biocentric individualism” and “ecocentric holism.”59 James Nash says “both 
perspectives are truncated in isolation. The best hope for resolution… is in ethical 
interpretations that regard the two together as a form of… complementary polarities.”60 
Holding the two in isolation is a dualism. Holding the two together as “complementary 
polarities” is a synthesis. This is the nature of the ecological ethic of sacramental creation 
spirituality: it is a synthesis in its one regard for both the individual and the whole. The 
consistency and compatibility of that synthesis will be compared with the “synthesis” 
ontology of Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard in later chapters.   
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Redemption 
From the modern scientific understanding of creation, “becoming” is as much a 
part of the story of the universe as “being.” Thomas Berry says “awareness that the 
universe is more cosmogenesis than cosmos might be the greatest change in human 
consciousness that has taken place since the awakening of the human mind in the 
Paleolithic Period.”61 Arthur Peacocke puts it another way. As noted previously, 
Peacocke said that “natural systems …have an inbuilt capacity to produce new realities.” 
He goes on to say that “new relationships… can be observed when moving, 
synchronically, up the ladder of complexity as it is now or, diachronically, through 
cosmic and biological evolutionary history.”62 Synchronic is a reference to “being” at a 
moment in evolutionary time; diachronic is a reference to “becoming” over time.  
Berry describes this process of becoming: “through… transformation episodes the 
universe has passed from a lesser to a greater complexity in structure and from a lesser to 
a greater mode of consciousness. We might say that the universe, in the phenomenal 
order, is self-emergent, self-sustaining, and self-fulfilling.”63 “Self-emergent” is a way of 
saying “evolutionary becoming.” “Self-fulfilling,” though, is more than an observation of 
“becoming;” it suggests something purposeful and positive for the universe, perhaps in 
the sense of a teleological fulfillment – the notion that there is an intended and emerging 
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end for all creation. However, Berry says “to move… to a sense of identity with an 
emergent universe is a transition that has… not been accomplished in any comprehensive 
manner by any of the world’s spiritual traditions.”64 Furthermore, it will not be 
accomplished in the “religious imperative” response to the ecological crisis mentioned in 
Chapter 1 or from an evangelical Christian viewpoint such as that of Tony Campolo, who 
says “God breathed His own breath only into the human race… Any talk of yielding 
ourselves to the forces of nature so as to experience union with it is certainly outside 
Christian thinking… [O]ur ways are not nature’s ways, and our thoughts are infinitely 
different from any kind of thinking that goes on in the biosphere or ecosphere of 
creation.”65 In contrast, sacramental creation spirituality views “identity with an 
emergent universe” both as an ontological condition and as redemptive, the term 
redemption taking on universal and not just individualistic connotations. It has “this life” 
as well as “after life” implications. In other words, redemption is all-inclusive, with both 
timely and eternal aspects, and it is an emergent part of “becoming” in the sense of a 
teleological end or at least direction for a cosmogenic universe and its creatures. 
So, one aspect and understanding of redemption is timely eco-justice – justice for 
all things here and now. Rosemary Ruether says “the Church’s mission of redemption of 
the world cannot be divorced from justice in society or from the healing of the wounds of 
nature wrought by an exploitative human industrial system. I also wish to emphasize that 
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this holistic perspective is central to the biblical vision of redemption.”66 She is 
criticizing, in particular, notions of individualized human salvation from sin and from the 
created world where nature is “understood as subhuman, as the sphere of necessity, and 
the realm to be negated in order to ascend into humanness and freedom.”67 Characteristic 
of the sacramental creation spirituality point of view, Ruether places redemption in the 
context of human responsibility for the whole creation. Furthermore, Ruether puts forth 
an ecologically based view “that mortality is our natural condition, which we share with 
all other earth beings, and that redemption is the fullness of life within these finite 
limits.”68 She counters the notion that death is a consequence of sin (original sin) and 
that Adam could have chosen not to die. Death as the wages of sin is not consistent with 
the new story of cosmogenesis. Sacramental creation spirituality does not uphold belief in 
a prior paradisal state corrupted by an original sin that brought death into the matrix of 
life. Ruether speaks in favor of a “clear separation of the questions of finitude from those 
of sin.”69 She offers an understanding of redemption as freedom from views of sin that 
are associated with finitude and mortality: “The central issue of ‘sin’ as distinct from 
finitude is the misuse of freedom to exploit other humans and the earth and thus to violate 
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the basic relations that sustain life.”70 In short, there is no sin inherent to a cosmogenic, 
ecological, and evolutional creation. The sin lies in the violation of creation’s integrity by 
failing to live within and respect - even to reverence - its limits and relationships as the 
creative guidance and process of the Creator. Thus, an aspect of redemption in 
sacramental creation spirituality is to live cooperatively and sustainably within nature and 
with all creatures. Ruether puts forth the Jubilee of Leviticus 25 as the sense of this way 
of life, noting in the Jubilee “a vision of periodic redemption and restoration of right 
relation” that is holistic: good for the land, all people, and both domestic and wild 
animals.71 This is a timely, or synchronic, redemption. It is holistic eco-justice among 
nature and creatures “at the moment.” 
Sallie McFague identifies eco-justice specifically as a timely teleological end or 
fulfillment for created things: “here teleology means growth, flourishing. Mountains, for 
instance, are the products of a long, unfolding natural process, with a specific history and 
a particular trajectory for further change. Forest ecosystems are wholes … which are 
intentional in the sense of directed toward the growth and flourishing of the forest. In 
these terms, then, it is possible to speak of the integrity of the land and even of the whole 
planet – that they are, in this sense, subjects whose intention is their own healthy 
flourishing.”72 Redemption in this sense is to create the circumstances that allow, as 
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much as possible, each thing’s “own healthy flourishing.” As with ecological ethics, 
though, there is balance and tradeoff between the fulfillment of the whole and the 
individual.  
In this context, then, the notion of an individualistic, redemptive afterlife does 
retain meaning in sacramental creation spirituality. For example, Jay McDaniel speaks 
generally of a goal or telos of “shalom” for nature.73 Simply defined, shalom is the 
“peace of God” and conveys God’s vision for creation. The understanding of shalom 
evolves considerably over the biblical narrative. One important characteristic of shalom 
according to McDaniel is reverence for life by human beings, a reverence that he calls 
“imaginative empathy,”74 which includes acceptance of the intrinsic value of all things 
and the rights to life of individuals and species. In Of God and Pelicans McDaniel tries to 
explain how some of the seeming harshness and cruelty of nature can be reconciled as 
inherent to shalom and worthy of reverence. Such is the challenge of “backup” pelican 
chicks because they are seemingly redundant and expendable, and usually die young 
while a stronger sibling survives. How is this God’s shalom? For McDaniel, the 
relationship of things to God is particularly important for the vision of shalom in that it 
imputes ability for all living (and non-living) things to contribute positively to God’s own 
experience of creation. He notes that even a tragic life may provide something valuable to 
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God.75 Nevertheless, McDaniel says “what spawns the hope for life after death is not a 
desire for immortality but rather a recognition that so many lives - indeed, the vast 
majority - end in incompleteness.”76 Thus, the natural, timely telos of something can go 
unfulfilled. With respect to the young pelicans and all life, McDaniel describes 
redemption as the transformation of life into a better state (an afterlife) where all things 
experience the fulfillment that they yearn for in this life but may not achieve. 
Larry Rasmussen offers a similar observation. “Why does God redeem?” he asks. 
And he answers, “For one reason only: because life and blessing are not yet what they 
might be and are not available to all, or are themselves endangered.”77 There is, as 
McDaniel says, a sense of incompleteness to life. This incompleteness can be natural, as 
in the case of a pelican chick, or it can be unnatural, as in the case of a human-made 
ecological crisis that threatens the experience of and hoped for degree of shalom – the 
degree of synchronic teleological fulfillment - that is possible in life. McDaniel offers a 
way of understanding the world that affirms its intrinsic value and its goodness not just to 
human beings but to God. He does this, in essence, by foreseeing redemption for the 
backup pelican chick, which is, in effect, a victim of nature “red in tooth and claw,” as it 
must be by the dynamics of ecology and evolution. Leondardo Boff says, “To be closed 
to the evolutionary process, to refuse to accept mortality, to refuse to accept death in 
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oneself as a necessary transition toward life beyond this life - that is what original sin 
means in human beings.”78 Likewise, to condemn nature for being “red in tooth and 
claw” would be to commit the same sin. This aspect of redemption written about by 
McDaniel and Rasmussen allows acceptance of nature in its natural state without losing 
hope in the goodness and good goal of creation, and in its ultimate redemption. 
To repeat, though, redemption from the viewpoint of sacramental creation 
spirituality is more than a hoped-for afterlife. McDaniel emphasizes that God calls human 
beings to eliminate attitudes, institutions, conditions, and thoughts that harbor and 
produce sin and unnatural suffering. Thus, redemption is also the compassion and 
challenge to interactively heal broken relationships that oppress people, ruin ecosystems, 
and threaten the survival of non-humankind. McDaniel argues for the development of a 
“biocentric ethic” that would “respect the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness of individual animals under human domestication and the rights to habitat 
protection of living beings in the wild.”79 In essence, this is the redemptive vision of 
Jubilee justice, especially as it benefits the well-being of individual beings in the present 
time, knowing there is an eternal redemption that redeems the victims of nature’s 
unconscious indifference and humankind’s exploitation and injustice. 
In addition, the notion of emergence in the new creation story raises a question 
about redemption that is different from the synchronic, or at the moment, or timely sort of 
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redemption that can be called eco-justice. It is the question of redemption in a universal, 
teleological sense. Are creation and its creatures headed anywhere in particular in their 
becoming? In his Treatise on the Creation St. Thomas Aquinas speaks of God as the 
primary cause of creation with each created thing functioning as a secondary cause unto 
its God-given end -- its telos-- noting that “every creature intends to acquire its own 
perfection, which is the likeness of the divine perfection and goodness. Therefore the 
divine goodness is the end of all things.”80 In the time of Aquinas creation was viewed in 
a relatively static and hierarchical sense; it was perpetually synchronic – generation after 
generation of the same sorts of things each seeking its fulfilling end inherent to its timely 
purpose and place. Can the ecological and, particularly, the evolutional aspects of nature 
be interpreted in a teleological sense with some kind of emerging, universal, and 
diachronic fulfillment?  
God's creation seeks to create. That’s part of the new story in sacramental creation 
spirituality. Holmes Rolston speaks of “evidence of a valuable natural system producing 
valuable products, both diverse and complex, across evolutionary history – something 
that humans ought appropriately to respect.”81 The creation itself seeks to “be fruitful 
and multiply” (Genesis 1:22, NRSV). It seeks to live, grow, survive, thrive, and evolve 
holistically, and it is not simply the sum of independent species that over and over again 
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reach the same, unchanging ends in every subsequent generation. As cited previously in 
Peacocke, the creation is synchronic and diachronic. This may not exactly have been 
Aquinas’s worldview; however, the question of a God-given end for all creation is logical 
in an emergent universe. Again, Peacocke describes the creation as ongoing, reflecting 
divine creative influence in emergent monism and theistic naturalism.82 Peters refers to 
evolution as possibly a visible aspect of God’s creativity.83 Therefore, sacramental 
creation spirituality does embrace a diachronic movement – a telos – for creation, leading 
to a final fulfillment or end in God. John Hart suggests that “people might develop more 
of a teleological perspective… and have confidence in an ongoing process initiated and 
continued by the Creator Spirit, even when they cannot see the whole for the transitory 
and transitional parts.”84 Therefore, a naturally functioning, emerging cosmos suggests a 
redemptive telos – movement toward a final, fulfilling union with God. James Nash says 
“our moral responsibility …is to approximate the harmony of the New Creation to the 
fullest extent possible under the constricted conditions of the creation.”85 General 
descriptions that “approximate the harmony of the New Creation” are abundant, and 
include: sustainable; biologically diverse; just; cooperative; peaceful; renewable; 
intergenerational; simple; steady-state; small-scale; technologically appropriate; organic; 
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close to the land; sacramental; panentheistic; and so on. These are all rich terms from the 
writings of scholars of creation theology, ecological ethics, and spirituality that help 
describe a redemptive vision or goal or telos for the Earth. 
In summary, sacramental creation spirituality’s notion of a teleological creation 
focuses both on a final end for all creation and the telos of creatures in their historical 
time and ecological existence here and now. These are the aspects of redemption in 
sacramental creation spirituality. The creation is emergent and this supports the idea of 
redemption as a progression toward a teleological end in God. Nature in its own right and 
as a community of beings seeks its fulfillment in God. Redemption must be communal 
because all things are inseparably related in the divine creativity of cosmology, ecology, 
and evolution. Thus redemption is not limited to an individualistic, human phenomenon. 
Furthermore, a properly functioning ecological community of living and dying things - 
where time-related eco-justice prevails - is trusted as suggestive of divine order at 
successive particular moments, and indicative over time of divine intent and direction. 
This does not mean that all particular beings experience and enjoy their full natural ends 
on Earth. All beings contribute to the whole and to a holistic progression toward 
fulfillment; but the degree of fulfillment over individual lifetimes varies widely, for 
humankind and non-humankind. Nevertheless, all things have a connection to God that 
gives them intrinsic value. Ultimately that connection redeems lives that, viewed 
individually at a given moment, might seem incomplete and unfulfilled. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
THE VIA POSITIVA, PANENTHEISM, AND 
SACRAMENTALISM IN SACRAMENTAL 
CREATION SPIRITUALITY 
 
 
Chapter 2 developed relatedness, responsibility, and redemption as a set of core 
terms characteristic of sacramental creation spirituality. This chapter develops three more 
core characteristics that support and extend the scope of relatedness, responsibility, and 
redemption: (1) the relationship between the material and the spiritual or non-material, 
specifically the recovery of a Via Positiva; (2) panentheism; and (3) sacramentalism. 
 
The Via Positiva 
From a sacramental creation spirituality viewpoint creation and creatures 
contribute to human spiritual experience. Karl Peters says that “living in communion with 
the sacred and cherishing all that it has created is a way of being religious in a scientific 
age.”1 Thomas Berry says that “every being enters into communion with other beings. 
This capacity for relatedness, for presence to other beings, for spontaneity in action, is a 
capacity possessed by every mode of being throughout the entire universe.”2 Peters and 
Berry are describing a religious way of life – a spirituality that includes communion with 
nature – that is counter to the dualistic spirituality that contributors to sacramental 
creation spirituality say has characterized Western Christianity. For example, Philip 
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Sheldrake says that a “detached, and a priori, approach to doctrine gave birth to a 
similarly structured theory of the spiritual life which was separated from the core of 
human experience and consequently was largely alienated from, for example, nature, the 
body and the feminine.”3 He also notes that “monasticism, not inherently but effectively, 
abandoned the idea of perfection for the ordinary Christian. Thus a division was created 
within the Church between the perfect and the imperfect, symbolized by physical 
withdrawal.”4 Sheldrake is describing doctrines and religious practices that were not 
influenced by and did not include any affirmation of positive and reverent connection to 
the physical realm – to creation – as a sacred place. Doctrine and religious practice were, 
as he says, withdrawn and detached, rendering them dualistic. 
Meredith McGuire makes similar observations, not just of spirituality in history, 
but of our contemporary perception of it: 
Many of us were brought up thinking that the spiritual realm is completely set 
apart from the mundane material realm. …Western societies, in recent centuries, 
have tended to view spirituality and materiality as dichotomous, in tidy binary 
opposition. Accordingly, those individuals who wanted to enhance their 
spirituality would have to overcome the burden of their materiality…5 
  
Spirituality and spiritual practices that advocate “physical withdrawal” and setting “apart 
from the mundane material realm” are contrary to the “communion with other beings” 
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suggested by the cosmogenic creation story, a communion with a material realm that is 
more appropriately called sacred than mundane.  
In sacramental creation spirituality there is no “burden of… materiality.” Rather 
there is a holistic dialectical and dialogical relationship between what are called 
cataphatic and apophatic spirituality. The two ways are balanced as one spirituality; or, 
as Matthew Fox puts it (borrowing from Meister Eckhart), a healthy balance between the 
Via Positiva and the Via Negativa. Fox has written extensively about what he calls 
“creation spirituality.” Briefly summarized, it contains four paths or ways:6 
The Via Positiva: A theology of creation and incarnation that says: human beings 
can discern something of the sacred in the world around; the world was created 
good (a blessing); the creative and creating word of God – Dabhar – is pervasive 
throughout creation. 
 
The Via Negativa: God may have created all things in one way or another and 
God may be in all things; but, God is also more than or beyond all things. There is 
a side of God that is “no thing” at all. Fox affirms that there is a “cloud of 
unknowing” with respect to the experience of God. 
 
The Via Creativa: The Via Positiva and the Via Negativa join together and human 
creativity develops and acts as the best expression of what it means to be “created 
in the image of God.” 
 
The Via Transformativa: Not only are human beings transformed through a 
healthy creation spirituality, but human creativity is directed toward the emerging 
realm of God for the good of all creation. The transformation of human beings 
becomes universal and redemptive for creation as well. 
  
Fox offers these four integrated paths as healing for the dualism that proponents of 
sacramental creation spirituality say has left spirituality with a one-sided, unbalanced, 
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and therefore incomplete apophatic approach to spiritual life, a path on which the 
material world and the namable aspects of God are negated or left behind in the “cloud of 
forgetting.” This healing begins with the recovery of the Via Positiva; that is, with the 
recovery of creation as a place of divine encounter. Elizabeth Johnson believes the stakes 
are high, saying “the quest to find creation, this generation’s great intellectual religious 
adventure, is a matter of life or death.”7  
Among the writers who contribute to the sacramental creation spirituality 
developed in this dissertation, there is seemingly unanimous agreement that St. Francis of 
Assisi (1181/1182-1226 CE) is a primary historical example of one who maintained a 
healthy Via Positiva or cataphatic experience in his spirituality. Leonardo Boff says 
“Saint Francis’s way-of-being-with-things resulted in a total reconciliation of a man with 
his universe.”8 Referring to Francis as “the great nature mystic,” Rosemary Ruether 
expresses hope that other human beings too “may learn to greet as our brothers and 
sisters the wolf and the lamb, trees and grasses, fire and water, and even ‘holy death,’ the 
means by which all living things are returned to the earth to be regenerated as new 
organisms.”9 Sallie McFague says “Francis of Assisi… let things be what they are – 
wind is wind, death is death – and as they were he both loved them and saw them as signs 
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of God.”10 James Nash says Francis “genuinely loved the Creator, the creation, and its 
creatures, and he expressed that love with extravagant friendship, compassion, 
tenderness, kindness, and even sacrifice.”11 Even Lynn White, in the final paragraph of 
The Historical Roots of Our Ecologic Crisis, recommended that the church reclaim and 
lift up St. Francis as a “patron saint for ecologists”:  
The greatest spiritual revolutionary in Western history, Saint Francis, proposed 
what he thought was an alternative Christian view of nature and man's relation to 
it; he tried to substitute the idea of the equality of all creatures, including man, for 
the idea of man's limitless rule of creation. … Since the roots of our trouble are so 
largely religious, the remedy must also be essentially religious, whether we call it 
that or not. We must rethink and refeel our nature and destiny. The profoundly 
religious, but heretical, sense of the primitive Franciscans for the spiritual 
autonomy of all parts of nature may point a direction. I propose Francis as a 
patron saint for ecologists.12 
 
Subsequent to White’s 1967 article in the journal Science, Pope John Paul II did declare 
St. Francis the patron saint of ecology, in 1979.  
What is the attitude toward the created world in the writings and life of Francis 
that contributors to sacramental creation spirituality feel could lead to a loyalty toward 
and care for the earth that will help address the ecological crisis? Douglas 
Burton-Christie describes this attitude as a willingness to “listen… for traces of the prima 
vox, the ‘voice primordial,’ the animating principle everywhere present in the world …as 
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Francis of Assisi did, praising God in his renowned Canticle to the Creatures.”13 The 
Canticle of Creatures, then, is an important example of the way sacramental creation 
spirituality embraces the Via Postiva or the cataphatic aspect of spirituality. John Hart 
says “Francis came to appreciate ever more evidently the wonders of creation, and began 
to experience in a profound way the presence of the Creator-Spirit in the works of 
creation. His Canticle of Creatures is his most beautiful expression of that experience.”14 
Here is Hart’s translation of the Canticle:15 
1) Most High, all-powerful, and all-good Lord, 
Praise, glory, honor, 
and all blessing 
are yours. 
2) To you alone, Most High, they belong, 
although no one is worthy 
to say your name. 
3) Praised be my Lord, with all your creatures, 
especially my lord Brother Sun, 
through whom you give us day and light. 
4) Beautifully he shines with great splendor:  
Most High, he bears your likeness. 
5) Praised be my Lord, by Sister Moon and Stars: 
in the heavens you made them bright 
and precious and beautiful. 
6) Praised be my Lord, by Brother Wind, 
and air and cloud 
and calm and all weather 
through which you sustain 
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your creatures. 
7) Praised be my Lord, by Sister Water, 
who is so helpful and humble 
and precious and pure. 
8) Praised be my Lord, by Brother Fire, 
through whom you brighten the night: 
who is beautiful and playful 
and sinuous and strong.  
9) Praised be my Lord, by our Sister Mother Earth, 
who sustains us and guides us, 
and provides varied fruits 
with colorful flowers and herbs. 
10) Praised and blessed be you, my Lord, 
and gratitude and service be given to you  
with great humility. 
 
From these ten verses several observations can be made to show its support for the 
sacramental creation spirituality presented thus far. 
First, Francis believed that creation contributes to human spirituality – the human 
experience of God. This is heard in a number of ways. In verse 3, he uses beauty and 
splendor to describe the Sun and then says “Most High, he bears your likeness.” The high 
place and characteristics of the sun have the effect of directing one to God. Larry 
Rasmussen affirms such spiritual experience of the creation or nature when he says 
“nature is God’s disguise. …Nature is how and where the hidden God is revealed. …Rain 
or a fruit tree or a child at the breast is a disguise of God’s.”16 So, through the creation 
God is encountered (consciously for human beings) and sacramental creation spirituality 
excludes no person or creature or thing from a role in divine encounter.  
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Second, Francis draws all creation together as one voice of praise. He says in 
verse 3, “Praised be my Lord, with all your creatures,” meaning all things of creation 
come together in praising God. As Boff interprets this part of the Canticle, “All praise be 
yours, my Lord, through all that you have made.”17 This universal praise to God by 
creation Hart attributes to Psalm 148 which, he says, Francis “prayed each day at dawn as 
part of Lauds, so its sentiments would have been well ingrained in him as part of his life 
of prayer.”18 Creation praises God, and sacramental creation spirituality affirms that no 
person or creature or thing is excluded from the chorus of divine praise. 
Third, that the creation is sacred and perceptible as such is implicit to the words 
that begin verses 5 through 9 of the Canticle: “Praised be my Lord, by” sun, moon, stars, 
wind, air, clouds, weather, water, fire, earth and all her bounty. This sacred beholding of 
things – that things can praise God - predisposes Francis to reverence things, which is 
heard in the way he describes things: the sun - “Beautifully he shines with great splendor: 
Most High, he bears your likeness;” and water “who is so helpful and humble and 
precious and pure.” These words go beyond natural or material description to convey 
spiritual value. In Words Beneath the Water: Logos, Cosmos, and the Spirit of Place, 
Douglas Burton-Christie asks whether the Word (Logos, as in John 1) is as audible 
through nature as through scripture, and if both voices are necessary. He answers to the 
affirmative and describes a “theopoetic” approach to spiritual life, theopoetic being a 
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term that brings together the reflection upon God (theology) and the experience of God in 
life as lived in this world (the poetic). “Christian theopoetics,” he says, “involves at its 
most profound level nothing less than divinization, being taken up into the life of God - 
in and through the life or logos of everything that exists.”19 Unlike the apophatic 
experience of God, where words can never describe that which is beyond words (which is 
the challenge of conveying and teaching a sense of the apophatic), the experience of God 
in creation invites words and a whole range of artistic and creative expression. 
Burton-Christie says human beings are “invited to respond, in song, to that music,” “that 
music” being what he calls the “voice primordial, the animating principle everywhere 
present in the world.”20 He lifts up the Canticle as a response to this voice - this 
“animating principle.” One can revel in nature – find enjoyment and sing - for nature 
includes “varied fruits with colorful flowers and herbs,” as it says in verse 9. The 
experience of nature as “voice primordial” inspires a “theopoetic” response that 
proclaims nature itself to be a sacred place. Boff says “…creation spirituality overcomes 
the dualism of God and world, person and nature, matter and spirit, and fashions an 
overall experience of being in the world as in our own house, and in the social and 
cosmic body that are the temple of the Divinity.”21 Sacramental creation spirituality 
delights in the moment – the theopoetic moment - in nature by overcoming the fear that 
                                                
19 Burton-Christie, “Words beneath the Water,” in Christianity and Ecology, 323-324. 
 
20 Ibid., 322. 
 
21 Leonardo Boff, Cry of the Earth, Cry of the Poor (NY: Orbis Books, 1997), 151. 
 
  
71 
somehow to delight in nature is inherently sacrilegious, something from which human 
beings must escape to find their other-worldly salvation. This is so because, as Boff puts 
it, “Francis reclaimed the truth of paganism.”22 By this he means that Francis 
experienced nature as a sacred place of divine insight and encounter, a place for “living in 
communion with the sacred” as expressed by Peters; sacred, as all things must be that are 
found in “the temple of the Divinity.”  
A fourth observation from the Canticle is that human beings are communal 
beings, including in a kinship with all creatures that is implicitly valuable. Verse 3 says 
“Praised be my Lord, with all your creatures” and then Francis proceeds to see 
human-like qualities in God’s creatures. Or, perhaps better expressed, he sees qualities 
that are present in humans and other-than-humans alike—not only in the biotic 
community but also in abiotic creation. He calls non-human beings brother and sister and 
mother in a way that can only be interpreted as affirming dignity and inherent worth. 
Furthermore, there is no obvious hierarchy of gender value implicit to the Canticle. That 
the worthy creatures of the Canticle are affirmed for embodying or conveying attributes 
of human brotherhood or sisterhood implies dignity and respect for human beings in 
Francis’s spirituality, not as disembodied souls, but as created, communal beings. Human 
embodiment rooted in the cosmogenesis of creation marks a striking development, at 
least here on planet earth: human consciousness. While Francis was obviously unaware 
of the modern story of cosmology, ecology, and evolution, nevertheless, his positive 
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treatment of humanity and the suggestion of natural kinship among the creatures in the 
Canticle are relevant to the age of ecological crisis and to a holistic spirituality. Boff says, 
“When at a certain stage of the evolutionary process a new level of interiority and 
consciousness breaks forth, it is the whole universe that is thereby expressing itself.”23 In 
this modern sense of what it means to be human, the Canticle lends itself to both the 
spiritual and material kinship of creation. 
 A fifth observation of the Canticle is that human beings are called to offer 
compassion and care to all creation. Francis observed that God has provided a creation 
that cares for its creatures. In verse 5 he observes “Brother Wind… through which you 
sustain your creatures.” In verse 9 he observes “Sister Mother Earth, who sustains us and 
guides us, and provides varied fruits with colorful flowers and herbs.” From an ethical 
viewpoint, it is an easy step from these observations to a proclamation of human 
responsibility within this creation, a responsibility that would include, in our own human 
capacity, consciously playing the roles and having the affects and effects that Francis 
attributes to the creatures of the Canticle. These range from creating aesthetic beauty 
(colorful flowers) to providing sustainable sustenance (like Mother Earth, who sustains 
us) to doing justice (sustain your creatures, meaning God’s creatures). Hart says “spiritual 
consciousness leads to social engagement and to sociospatial commitment to the 
well-being of the Earth, the community of life generally, and people and peoples.”24 This 
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is the kind of engagement and commitment that one is lead to through the creation 
spirituality of St. Francis, Patron Saint of Ecologists, as expressed in his Canticle of 
Creatures.  
Saint Francis’s Canticle of Creatures, then, is archetypal of the Via Positiva 
claimed and restored by sacramental creation spirituality. In essence, created beings all 
convey something about God and participate in praising God. Together all things are like 
a cathedral, worthy of reverence and capable of inspiring creative response from human 
beings. Human beings themselves are valued members but not the only members of a 
universal and material kinship that is the community at praise. Finally, human beings can 
consciously and seemingly uniquely respond to a call to care for all beings, a call made, 
at least in part, by the creation itself. 
 
Panentheism 
The Canticle affirms the role of creation in divine encounter and praise and 
suggests a natural order in creation that humans can follow axiologically, the term cited 
in Chapter 2 that Holmes Roltston uses for an ethical reading of nature’s ways. 
Sacramental creation spirituality, though, goes further. It embraces a theology that 
explicitly affirms God’s presence in creation. Larry Rasmussen states: “finitum capax 
infiniti,” the finite bears the infinite.25 He speaks of the theology of panentheism which, 
simply put, means that everything is in God, but God also transcends everything. This 
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theology brings together transcendent and immanent views of God. Hart says 
“panentheism understands Earth to be permeated by the immanent presence of a 
transcendent Spirit, who is distinct from creation (Earth is in and reveals the 
transcendent-immanent Spirit). A panentheistic perspective provides insights into the 
Creator Spirit’s loving engagement with creatures.”26 If God is in the creation (and the 
creation in God) then, Rasmussen says, “the only viable earth faith is …a biospiritual 
one.”27 By biospiritual Rasmussen means that human beings experience God in nature. 
Nash defines such religious experiences as “so decisively authoritative for the 
experiencee, so immediate and so compelling, so integrating, so strong a foundation for 
vibrant faith, that they may provide an existential argument for the reality of the 
redeeming God.”28 Panentheism maintains that this kind of experience can happen 
through nature. Rasumussen says “God is pegged to earth. So if you would experience 
God, you must fall in love with earth. …This is earthbound theology.”29 To be open to 
“spirit,” then - to be biospiritual - means to be open to God in all things - humankind, 
non-humankind, and all kinds – as sources of religious or divine experience because all 
things are in God and God is in all things. 
Panentheism also vivifies and heightens the importance of biblical passages that 
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allude to incarnation, such as when Jesus said, “Just as you did it to one of the least of 
these who are members of my family, you did it to me” (Matthew 25:40, NRSV). This 
passage is extremely important from an ethics and spirituality point of view. A belief that 
God is, in fact, in God’s very own creation broadens the material purview of ethical 
responsibility and gives it a timeless quality.   
Does Francis go this far? The Canticle, as a statement about divine encounters and 
praise vis-à-vis nature, is indicative of panentheism. Hart concludes that “the ideas of 
Francis regarding Creator and creation would be viewed today as panentheistic.”30 
Sacramental creation spirituality makes the case that injustice toward creatures and 
destruction of creation are incompatible with panentheism because panentheism affirms a 
sacred quality to cosmogenesis: the immanence of God. Arthur Peacocke says: 
We have argued that God is everywhere and at all time in the processes and 
events of the natural world, which are to be seen as the vehicle and instrument of 
God’s action and as capable of expressing his intentions and purposes… In the 
case of the natural world, then if it is God who is the agent who is expressed 
therein, the human attitude to nature should show a similar respect. Here, 
however, respect is transmuted into reverence at the presence of God in and 
through the whole of the created order, which thereby takes on a derived 
sacredness or holiness as the vehicle and instrument of God’s own creative 
action.31 
 
Injustice toward and destruction of the natural world are sinful from the panentheistic 
perspective because of a divine presence. Elizabeth Johnson concludes that when 
“vivified by the energy of the Creator Spirit present in all creation as its very animation, 
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the destruction of this vibrant, complex natural world is tantamount to sacrilege.”32 In the 
Canticle, Francis echoes a prophet’s vision of justice as providing enough for all when he 
lifts up air and Mother Earth as creatures “through which you [God] sustain your 
creatures.” Hart conveys a panentheistic sense of responsibility for the world, saying 
“ecojustice is the act of linking responsibility for the natural world, engendered by 
engagement with the Spirit, with responsibility for the neighbor, as required by Jesus as 
the Son of Man present among the “least brethren.””33 The Canticle may be directed 
upward to God: “Most High, all-powerful, and all-good Lord, Praise, glory, honor, and 
all blessing are yours;” but, Rasmussen says “don’t look up for God, look around,”34 
which is what Francis did. The Canticle infers an ethical disposition toward everything 
around us, which sustains life, exudes beauty, and contains the immanence of God.  
From this panentheistic view: the ontology of relatedness grows to include 
cosmic divine immanence (ending once and for all material - vs. - spiritual dualism); 
responsibility for the Earth becomes a sacred commitment; and whole-Earth 
justice-making is a first-fruit of redemption in an eschatological and cosmic sense - a 
symbol of some kind of final fulfillment for the creation, such as in “the coming Realm 
of God,” or the idea of all creation reaching a God-given teleological end. 
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Sacramentalism 
The actual presence of God in the creation raises new questions and leads in new 
directions, which is a primary point of this dissertation. After describing panentheism, 
Leonardo Boff asks, “Can we take our discourse on God any further?”35 Sacramental 
creation spirituality does further develop the meaning of panentheism. Ian Barbour says 
that “for St. Francis… nature was a sacrament of the divine.”36 Nature as sacrament or as 
sacramental is attested to in some writings that contribute to sacramental creation 
spirituality. Where panentheism affirms a presence in creation that makes it sacred, some 
describe experiencing that presence as sacramental. John Hart explains: “A sacred place 
is made holy by an active and relational divine presence. Creation is sacred because it is 
the dynamic realization of divine imagination and the locus of divine immanence. A 
sacramental place is a place that reveals signs of the transcendent and immanent creation 
Spirit. People who are open spiritually (consciously or unconsciously) are able to see 
these signs and are drawn into a conscious experience of divine presence, and are 
inspired to walk in creation in a new way.”37 The panentheistic immanence of God in 
creation makes it sacred; the capacity of the creation to foster human experience of the 
divine makes creation sacramental; and the experiences themselves are sacraments. Hart 
offers this definition: “Sacraments are signs of the creating Spirit that draw people into 
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grace-filled moments permeated by a heightened awareness of divine presence and 
engagement with divine Being.”38 Hart distinguishes this kind of sacramental experience 
from the “ecclesial sacraments, which are particular rituals ordinarily mediated by a 
member of the clergy or by a designated church representative.”39 Hart is affirming the 
existence and value of sacramental experience beyond the liturgical sacraments of the 
church. “The universal sacrament of creation,” he says, “offers moments of grace, of 
personal or communal engagement with the Spirit. No religious representation is needed 
at such times to mediate the divine presence or to facilitate praise of or gratitude toward 
the Spirit: the experience is direct and, at times, mystical. It is a moment of engaging the 
Spirit who is transcendent to creation (distinct from creation) and immanent in creation 
(present in creation).”40 And, as Hart says, the experience of universal sacrament 
influences behavior in and toward the creation because people “are inspired to walk in 
creation in a new way,” meaning that “if people view the commons as sacramental 
…they should be inspired to treat their bioregion with respect, to care for it responsibly, 
to seek signs of the Spirit in it, and to distribute its goods justly.”41 This is movement in 
the direction of the sacramental creation ethics that will be addressed in Chapter 6 of this 
dissertation.  
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Leonardo Boff’s description of a sacramental universe also plays out along 
similar lines. He states: “a creation-centered religious interpretation leads to a deep sense 
of the sacramentality of all things. God announces the divine presence in each being and 
in its history. … Everything is or can be sacramental.”42 This leaves room to interpret the 
universe as sacramental and the human experience of the divine in creation as the 
sacrament, similar to Hart. Boff says “the human being is that one capable of hearing the 
thundering of galaxies and supernovas, as well as picking up the song of the bird in the 
forest, or the soft breathing of a newborn child, and rising up to the Spiritus Creator, who 
fills all and to the mystery of God surrendering God’s self to all beings.”43 Thus it is the 
sacramental nature of the universe – the capacity to reveal the Creator - that enables the 
sacrament itself. Furthermore, this sacramentality evolves along with the creation. Boff 
says “sacramentality must not aim simply at a vertical vision of God and the universe but 
must be directed at the horizontal – God as process of evolutionary cosmogenesis.” Just 
as there is a diachronic movement in cosmogenesis, there is diachronic movement to 
sacramental creation. Boff says that “no being is completed; all are open to new advances 
and hence to new revelations. This means not allowing sacramentality to become rigid, 
but rather keeping it in process and open to the newness of new kinds of manifestation of 
the mystery of God.”44 Boff views this sacramental emergence as indicative of a divine 
                                                
42 Boff, Cry of the Earth, 152. 
 
43 Ibid. 
 
44 Ibid. 
 
  
80 
intent for the creation, in the sense of vision for the finality and fulfillment of creation. 
“Sacramentality is always fragmentary and hides the promise and the future that have not 
yet been fulfilled but that are anticipated in the drives inherent in each being and that on 
one delightful day will come to pass. Only at the end of the evolutionary process (neither 
in the beginning nor in the middle) will the inspired words of Genesis be true, ‘And God 
saw that all was good.’”45 Boff is alluding here to an ultimate and universal teleological 
end to creation. 
Larry Rasmussen concludes that “the entire cosmos is the sacred community, and 
life should be lived with the respect and treatment due the sacred – it’s that simple and 
profound.”46 Again, this is based on the notion of sacramental creation as an integral part 
of religion. He says “religion is sacramental in that concrete symbols derived from 
ordinary experience, and especially from nature, are used to enter and reveal the 
extraordinary world of mystery and the experience of the extraordinary in this world.”47 
This echoes similar understandings expressed by Hart and Boff: that nature as 
sacramental reveals both immanence (“the experience of the extraordinary in this world”) 
and transcendence (“the extraordinary world of mystery”). By “mystery” Rasmussen 
means that “nature, ourselves included, is not all there is but points to all that is, and 
participates in it. …[M]ysticism should be nurtured by intimate touch with nature and the 
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sacramental.”48 He offers a description of sacramental experience that echoes the 
Canticle of Creatures: “Natural phenomena especially – the luminosity of bright 
sunshine, the freshness of wind and air, the purifying power of clear water, the fertility of 
soil and life – symbolize the way Ultimate Mystery seems to us and affects us.”49 That 
appears to describe the sacrament itself as the experience of sacramental nature, in the 
same sense that Hart and Boff describe it. Rasmussen also says that “sacramentalism … 
has gained new popularity in recent years. … Orthodox communions from early centuries 
onward have consistently understood the sacraments as dramatizations of nature’s 
transfiguration. Humans’ high calling is as ‘priests of creation’, referring the creation 
back to the creator in acts of liturgical doxology. In such praise humans act as 
representatives for the whole creation.”50 Where Hart notes that for natural sacraments 
“no religious representation is needed … to mediate the divine presence,” thus making 
them truly accessible to all anytime and anywhere, Rasmussen, in effect, ordains all 
people as priests and thus proclaims the same kind of universal sacramental possibility. In 
other words, if some kind of religious representation is necessary to render the 
sacramental a sacrament, Rasmussen says the Orthodox view of “priest of creation” 
proclaims all people to be religious representatives.  
Rasmussen uses language suggestive of priestly liturgy, saying “sacramentalism 
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recognizes and celebrates the divine in, with and under all nature, ourselves included.”51 
Arthur Peacocke uses the same language, expressing his “continued need to apply the 
phrase ‘in, with, and under,’ with which Luther referred to the mode of the Real Presence 
in the Eucharist, to the presence of God in the processes of the world.”52 Both 
Rasmussen and Peacocke deliberately draw natural sacraments into close proximity with 
ecclesial sacraments; namely, the Eucharist. Peacocke says that “for the panentheist, who 
sees God working in, with, and under natural processes, this unique result (to date) of the 
evolutionary process corroborates that God is using that process as an instrument of 
God’s purposes and as a symbol of the divine nature, that is, as the means of conveying 
insight to these purposes. …But in the Christian tradition, that is precisely what its 
sacraments do.”53 So Peacocke states the conclusion that “we can come to see nature as 
sacrament, or at least sacramental.”54 At least in part, then, Peacocke bases his 
conclusion of nature as sacramental on similarities between spiritual experiences in 
nature and his understanding of the sacraments of the Church. Note as well that he leaves 
room to call nature “sacramental” and human experiences in and through nature 
“sacraments.” Peacocke defines sacramental as “a term which …conveys the sense of 
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‘holy’ in the sense of ‘set aside for God’s purposes.’”55 As “set aside,” nature is the 
element of sacrament for human beings whose “role may be conceived as that of priests 
of creation… as a result of whose activity the sacrament of nature is reverenced … 
Human beings alone, as far as we can tell, can contemplate and offer the action of the 
created world to God. … they alone can consciously seek to further and fulfill God’s 
purposes within it.”56 It is abundantly clear that Peacocke’s perception of this role as 
priest of creation is influenced by the sacraments of the Church. In considering the 
different aspects or layers of meaning in the Eucharist, he suggests the emergence of 
“new realities, and even new experiences of God for humanity.”57 He notes that “the 
physical ‘elements’… of bread and wine are… part of the matter of the world and so 
representative… of the created order. So Christians perceive in these actions… that a new 
significance for, and a positive evaluation of, the very stuff of the world is being 
expressed in this action.”58 In a manner similar to Boff, then, Peacocke views natural 
sacramentalism and its meanings as emergent in a cosmogenic universe, emerging as a 
new reality from the Eucharist in this age of ecological crisis.  
A number of other writers present similar views on sacramental creation. Jurgen 
Moltmann says the human being is “destined to be the eucharistic being.” Again, though, 
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this has meaning beyond the ecclesial sacrament because the human being is “able to 
discern the world in full awareness as God’s creation, to understand it as a sacrament of 
God’s hidden presence, and to apprehend it as a communication of God’s fellowship. 
That is why the human being is able consciously to accept creation in thanksgiving, and 
consciously to bring creation before God again in praise.”59 In a manner similar to Boff, 
Moltmann also views the evolution of creation or its cosmogenesis as indicative of a 
cosmic fulfillment or end. “All creations in the Spirit are in intention ‘open’,” he says, 
“They are directed towards their common future, because they are all, each in its own 
way, aligned towards their potentialities.”60  
With respect to care for sacramental creation, Sallie McFague vividly associates 
mistreatment of the Earth with the suffering of Christ, basically extending the 
identification of Christ with the poor and the oppressed to all abused creatures of the 
Earth. She describes a “sacramentalism that is radically incarnational: God is with us here 
and now in and on our earth. …Surely, in our time, the natural world is joined in its 
oppression with Christ: it too is being crucified. Just as in the face of a suffering child, 
woman, or man, Christians see the face of Christ, so also there is a trace of that face in a 
clear-cut forest, an inner-city landfill, or a polluted river.”61 This is another indication of 
the sacramental creation ethics that emerges from the panentheistic and sacramental view 
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of creation. 
These multiple citations establish that “nature as sacramental” is an integral part 
of sacramental creation spirituality. This sacramentality has several characteristics that 
are seemingly agreed upon by the writers. First, panentheism proclaims the presence of 
God in creation and creation in God, rendering creation sacred. Second, the ability of 
creation to convey something of this presence and divine intent renders the creation 
sacramental. Third, the experience of the divine in creation constitutes a sacrament. 
Fourth, these sacraments are either naturally occurring or rely on people as priests of 
creation: either way, there is no limited group of people necessary to mediate natural 
sacraments. Fifth, creation sacramentalism emerges with the evolution of creation and 
can add new understandings to ecclesial sacraments. Sixth, there is a teleology or 
fulfillment for creation implicit to creation sacramentalism. Seventh, the sacramentalism 
of nature constitutes a moral claim on humankind for reverent care. Finally, panentheism 
and sacramentalism are constitutive of a Via Postiva in sacramental creation spirituality. 
In terms of the ecological crisis, which is the context for this dissertation, 
questions remain as to the development of ecological ethics or eco-justice. Daniel 
Cowdin says that “sacramental approaches view the creation as mediating God’s 
self-manifestation, but this manifestation seems general and diffuse, leaving questions of 
more particularized moral discrimination within creation unaddressed.”62 Nevertheless, 
writers such as those cited previously and others do write considerably about ethics in the 
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context of sacramental nature. In Chapter 6 of this dissertation, two different ways that 
ethics emerge from sacramental creation spirituality will be drawn together as 
sacramental creation ethics. One way is that the Eucharist is interpreted and experienced 
as a sending forth to care for all creation. According to Boff, “the sacraments possess a 
relative status. They always exist in relation to the creation and serve its recovery.”63 
Sacramental creation spirituality already claims that the relational view of creation 
rightfully extends the outreach of social action to include nature. Boff’s and others’ 
understandings of the sacraments add “eucharistic” support to the claim. Hart makes a 
similar claim for Baptism, saying “the symbolism of the ritual would be subverted by the 
use of polluted water in the sacramental moment.”64 This integrates social and ecological 
ethics implicit to the church sacraments with the scientifically-based understandings of 
the whole Earth and universe as relational. A second way that ethics emerge from 
sacramental creation spirituality is that nature provides experiences that are themselves 
“sacrament.” This understanding of “sacramental nature” draws out a new basis for 
environmental ethics, one that values nature as revelatory, having contemplative value, 
and being a “word of God” in itself because of the real presence of God.  
The focus of this dissertation now turns to foundations for the spirituality, 
panentheism and sacramentality of creation. The writers cited thus far rely on many 
sources for their claims, ranging from biblical interpretation to medieval mystics to 
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indigenous spirituality to eco-feminism to church patriarchs. John Hart writes about 
Maximus the Confessor, saying “Maximus viewed creation as the context and revelation 
of God, and referred to it as a cloak worn by the creating Word (an image complemented 
in the twentieth century by Sallie McFague’s metaphor that creation is the “body of 
God”).”65 Jaroslav Pelikan identifies Nicholas of Cusa as Maximus’s “spiritual 
descendent.”66 Philip Clayton says “Nicholas may be taken as an early precursor of the 
theology of panentheism, which understands the world as within God at the same time 
that God also transcends the world.”67 Boff says, “As Teilhard de Chardin saw very well, 
the eucharist prolongs in some fashion the incarnation and maintains Christ’s connection 
to the elements of the cosmos in an ongoing manner. The bread and wine are rooted in 
the matter of the entire universe. The host is not simply the piece of bread on the altar. 
The whole universe becomes host in order to be the cosmic body of Christ.”68 In Chapter 
4, Creator-creation teachings from the writings of Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard will 
be examined and integrated to provide the ontological basis for the panentheism and 
sacramentalism of sacramental creation spirituality, as well as support for other core 
elements of sacramental creation spirituality.	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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
PANENTHEISM, THE VIA POSITIVA, AND 
SACRAMENTALISM IN MAXIMUS THE 
CONFESSOR, NICHOLAS OF CUSA, AND 
TEILHARD DE CHARDIN 
 
 
Introduction 
As a response to the ecological crisis, sacramental creation spirituality is marked 
by changes to its Christian theology and spirituality. Chapters 2 and 3 have presented 
core characteristics of sacramental creation spirituality, but it is the characteristics 
developed in Chapter 3 that primarily address and reflect these changes: panentheism; the 
Via Positiva, and sacramentalism. In this chapter, the position is taken that panentheism 
is the substantive change to Christian theology that validates both the Via Positiva and 
the sacramental view and experience of creation.  
Note that the characteristics of sacramental creation spirituality presented in 
Chapter 2 – relatedness, responsibility, and redemption – need not mount a major 
challenge to Christian theology in order to motivate a better environmental ethic in 
Christianity. Taken by themselves, they could provide a middle ground between the 
religious imperative and the sacramental creation spirituality responses to the ecological 
crisis, which were outlined in Chapter 1. While Teilhard de Chardin will be presented as 
an advocate of panentheism and all that follows from it, a limited reading and application 
of his ideas can give meaning and strength to relatedness, responsibility, and redemption 
as the basis for environmental ethics.  
In addition to being a Jesuit priest, Teilhard was a scientist who tried to follow 
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science wherever it led without allowing religious bias to cloud his view. He was keenly 
aware of the relatedness of all creation through cosmogenesis, ecology, and evolution, 
and that these impose responsibility upon human beings. He says that “the man of today 
acts in the knowledge that the choice he makes will have its repercussions through 
countless centuries and upon countless human beings. He feels in himself the 
responsibilities and the power of an entire universe.”1 Ecological relatedness alone is 
proof of this statement and can justify an ethic of environmental responsibility without 
seriously challenging Christian theology. It only requires a more ecologically informed 
pursuit of well-being on Earth.  
“Well-being” is a term Teilhard uses in comparison to “more-being.” Sound 
ecological thinking can facilitate action to promote human well-being; but, a knowledge 
of evolution and a belief that human beings can participate in and facilitate appropriate 
human evolutional development, which Teilhard calls anthropogenesis, promotes 
“more-being.”2 Teilhard suggests that more-being is the goal of evolution and proposes it 
as a prerequisite to “the Parousia, whereby the Kingdom of God is to be consummated on 
Earth. ... Why should we not assume,” he asks, “in accordance with the latest scientific 
view of Mankind in a state of anthropogenesis, that the parousiac spark can, of physical 
and organic necessity, only be kindled between Heaven and a Mankind which has 
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biologically reached a certain critical evolutionary point of collective maturity?”3 
Incorporating this evolutional dimension into the core characteristic relatedness would 
add “more-being” as a consideration in human ethical responsibility for the ecological 
matrix in which evolution occurs. And, it would add some sense of human participation 
in and responsibility for a redemption that goes beyond the individual’s salvation and 
afterlife.  
This interpretation of relatedness, responsibility, and redemption need not 
seriously challenge theology. It does, however, challenge the view of conflict between 
the modern science of creation and the Christian doctrine of creation, meaning the literal 
belief in a 6-day creation and a “young Earth.” In that respect, relatedness, responsibility, 
and redemption ask for change in the relationship between science and religion from 
outright conflict to some degree of reciprocal dialogue, which is one of the typologies Ian 
Barbour puts forth for the relationship between religion and science. Barbour specifically 
states that “there are some points of contact between particular doctrines and particular 
scientific theories (such as the doctrine of creation in relation to evolution or astronomy), 
and if it is acknowledged that all doctrines are historically conditioned, there is in 
principle the possibility of significant doctrinal development and reformulation.”4 If so, 
then relatedness, responsibility, and redemption alone need not require major changes in 
theological perspectives. God can remain wholly transcendent and completely separate 
from creation. James Gustafson is one who embraces relatedness, responsibility, and 
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redemption as informed by cosmogenesis, ecology, and evolution without resorting to 
major theological revisioning. He states that “human beings participate in the patterns 
and processes of interdependence of life in the world. We can and should intervene for 
the sake of humans and nature itself.”5 This is responsibility rooted in relatedness as 
informed by ecology. He further notes that “we might eschatologize this, looking foward 
to some coming or eternal kingdom in which… harmony will be realized.”6 However, 
his primary point is that a Christian response to the ecological crisis need not go so far as 
to reverence nature or impute divine presence in a way that marks major theological 
revision. Gustafson merely incorporates modern scientific views about creation into his 
framework for Christian environmental ethics and not into his framework for Christian 
theology.  
Therefore, in the Christian response to the ecological crisis, there is an 
intermediate position between the religious imperative and sacramental creation 
spirituality motivations that were presented in Chapter 1. This raises the question as to 
why some choose to respond to the ecological crisis with major theological revision when 
others suggest it is not necessary, and even counterproductive. The answer is, there is a 
desire to both retain certain long held convictions about God and grow the Christian 
theological understanding of God, a theology that, according to Nancy Hudson, has been 
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“an embarrassment, even a scandal, to Christian ecologists.”7 This is drawn out by an 
exchange between Hudson and Robert Gall.  
Like many who write from a sacramental creation spirituality viewpoint, Nancy 
Hudson has taken seriously the attack on Christianity as an enabler of environmental 
destruction because it is rooted in an inadequate theological understanding of the 
relationship between humans, nature, and God. In Divine Immanence: Nicholas of Cusa’s 
Understanding of Theophany and the Retrieval of a ‘New’ Model of God, Hudson says 
that “modern alienation from nature has been traced to Christian theology. Undiscovered 
within the mystical theology of Nicholas of Cusa lies an ecologically promising vision of 
nature.”8 In the context of the modern ecological crisis, Hudson looks within Christianity 
for its own theological response, believing to have found one in the writings of the 
15th-century Roman Catholic Cardinal. She says “the concept of divine immanence 
presented by this medieval thinker provides a rich spirituality that is inclusive, rather than 
exclusive, of the natural world. It is also far more intimate than contemporary 
stewardship theology.”9 This places her in the position of seeking something more 
appropriate than the religious imperative response to the ecological crisis, which 
emphasizes commandment-based interpretations of stewardship and neighborliness while 
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retaining a clear divide between God and creation, or between the holy and the mundane. 
Hudson lifts up “Cusanus’ concept of theophany and the resulting possibilities for 
thinking of the world as sacred.”10 This specifically is where the religious imperative 
response will not go: thinking of the world as sacred. Noting the willingness of some 
people to abandon Christianity in search of a more useful philosophy or theology of 
nature, Hudson seeks a Christian response and concludes that “Cusa’s concept of divine 
immanence infuses the world with immeasurable value and gives rise to a Christian 
theology that can address the current ecological crisis.”11 The manner in which this 
response can address the ecological crisis is not simply through a better interpretation and 
application of commandments, but through a new way of looking at things, a way that 
goes beyond a utilitarian view of nature (even a responsible utilitarian view of nature). 
“All things in the created order are worthy of reverence, and not merely because they are 
useful to humans,”12 she says. Indeed, if things were merely useful to humans, one 
would probably not be inclined toward a religious attitude of reverence for things: 
gratitude and good management would suffice. But Hudson goes on to say that “the 
immanence of God provides for an innate sacramentalism. … As an expression of the 
divine, the natural world has its own perfection that commands our respect and care.”13 
This is a new Christian way of looking at the creation that introduces (or recovers) a 
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Christian incarnational view of nature, and its subsequent implications for ecological 
ethics.  
However, this view is balanced by a vital belief that proponents of sacramental 
creation spirituality are not willing to abandon or ignore as Christians. This vital belief is 
the transcendence of God. Hudson affirms this balance, noting that while “Nicholas’s 
concept of theophany includes the concept of a divine immanence… he strongly 
maintains divine transcendence.”14 This point cannot be overemphasized and will be 
addressed in the presentation of Teilhard, Maximus, and Nicholas. It is a point frequently 
overlooked or overstated. When overlooked, it opens the door to label sacramental 
creation spirituality a pantheistic heresy. When overstated, it creates the impression of a 
God too distant to be useful and encourages abandonment of Christianity. 
Robert Gall responds to this newfound Christian sacramental view of creation by 
essentially encouraging abandonment of certain long held Christian beliefs about God. In 
response to Hudson’s article, Gall says that Nicholas’s “assertion of the absolute 
transcendence of God seems to be just that—an assertion.”15 In formulating a religious 
response to the ecological crisis, he questions the appropriateness of starting with “an 
esoteric, contemplative cosmology and intellectual understanding of what is divine such 
as we have in Nicholas of Cusa.”16 He asks “what comes first: the “environment” or 
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“God”?” and proceeds to suggest starting with the environment itself as the pathway to 
God, or from the ground up as he puts it.17 He lifts up St. Francis, Sallie McFague, and 
indigenous spirituality as options. One particular option he presents is Daoism, saying 
that “Daoism finds the ongoing fecundity and creativity of things themselves to be divine, 
without reference to an outside agency; transcendence is within, rather than outside the 
universe.”18 Gall correctly characterizes Cusan theology as “navigating the extremes of 
absolute transcendence and absolute immanence,”19 as will be shown later; but, his 
response is simply to abandon the notion of absolute transcendence as something 
inexpedient to the objective: ecological recovery.  
Proponents of sacramental creation spirituality do not abandon the belief in the 
transcendence of God (any more than St. Francis or Sallie McFague do). They seek to 
balance the belief with what they have come to see as the neglected, even oppressed, 
view of God’s immanence and the spiritual path of the Via Positiva. This is not simply a 
matter of expediency. The ecological crisis leads some people to question what they 
believe to be true about God, and this has necessitated walking a complicated line 
between the transcendence and the immanence of God. As Hudson concludes, “ecology 
is fundamentally incarnational.”20 The Incarnation is the Christian belief in the synthesis 
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of transcendence and immanence. An expanded consciousness of whole-Earth or even 
whole-universe incarnation is why sacramental creation spirituality does not stop short of 
major theological revisioning. This is why the writings of Teilhard, Maximus, and 
Nicholas are particularly important.  
The presentation will unfold as follows: Teilhard will be shown to draw out the 
need for new theology that fits the modern science-based story of creation. In particular, 
his own story of creation will be summarized to some length and detail in order to reveal 
the stark contrast between the creation as we know it today and the no-longer tenable old 
religious story of creation. In this context, Teilhard lays out parameters for a new 
theology. Maximus will then be shown to present a grand view of a divinely infused 
creation that, embraced today, adds a theology of incarnation to Teilhard’s new creation 
story. Nicholas’s similarly grand view of creation is then shown to offer an even grander 
view of God, capable of answering Teilhard’s call for a new theology of God the Creator.  
This is offered as a new theology, in accord with Teilhard’s desires. It integrates 
his new story of creation, a grand view of a sacramental creation, and an even grander 
view of Creator God into a modern sacramental spirituality that holds together as one the 
immanence and transcendence of God. This is the theology of a God that is robust 
enough to encompass the most expansive and complicated propositions about the creation 
made by modern or future science, while remaining as close as the real presence of Christ 
in the eucharistic sacrament. This is the God of sacramental creation spirituality. 
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Teilhard de Chardin 
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955 CE) was born in France and entered the 
Jesuit order in 1899. He was ordained a Roman Catholic priest in 1911 and earned his 
doctorate in geology in 1922. Teilhard believed in and contributed to the emerging theory 
and explanation of evolution, viewing evolution as inextricably bound up in and organic 
to the universe, understood not as a set of fixed, rigid, and independent parts but as one 
phenomenon of cosmogenesis. He became a decorated and respected scientist who 
travelled the world on scientific expeditions, making substantial contributions to the 
sciences of geology and paleontology, as well as evolution. For nearly his whole life, 
Teilhard addressed what he saw as the inadequacy of Church tradition and theology in 
responding constructively to the new scientific views of the universe and life on Earth 
that emerged in the 19th and 20th centuries. Specifically, the universe and life had become 
exceedingly large, according to Teilhard, to the point of exceeding prevailing notions of 
God. In The Divine Milieu Teilhard asks, “Is the Christ of the Gospels, imagined and 
loved within the dimensions of the Mediterranean world, capable of still embracing and 
still forming the centre of our prodigiously expanded universe? Is the world not in the 
process of becoming more vast, more close, more dazzling than Jehovah? Will it not 
burst our religion asunder? Eclipse our God?”21 People, therefore, had a choice between 
the Earth or God. Teilhard felt people were already making this choice and that the 
Church, if it was to remain credible to people embracing the new understanding of a 
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“prodigiously expanded universe,” needed a new understanding of God, God’s creation, 
and God’s way of creating. While not claiming to be an accomplished theologian, 
Teilhard nevertheless attempted to promote the dialogue and offered suggestions for 
ways people could embrace both God and the Earth (or universe). His efforts were 
rebuffed by the Vatican; the Jesuits withdrew permission for him to teach; and he was 
restricted to doing and documenting only scientific research until the end of his life. He 
was not allowed to engage in theological dialogue and reform. Privately, however, he 
wrote extensively and constructively about theological reform, entrusting these writings 
to friends who began publishing them almost immediately following his death in 1955. 
These writings have become influential in the Roman Catholic Church and far beyond, as 
well as influencing the majority of writings characterized by this dissertation as 
sacramental creation spirituality. 
 
The Need for a Christian Response to Evolution 
Teilhard perceived the need for Christianity to bring together, in a constructive 
way, what he called faith in the world and faith in God. He referred to this as “the present 
religious situation” calling for “a necessary synthesis.”22 In an essay entitled Christianity 
and Evolution: Suggestions for a New Theology (1945), Teilhard both describes the 
religious situation and outlines a new theology. As he saw it and experienced it, the 
troubling and challenging religious situation of his day was the growing irrelevance of 
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traditional Church beliefs and teachings to an emerging, science-based understanding of 
and appreciation for the world. He said “it is commonplace that, religiously speaking, the 
world is growing cold.”23 By “growing cold” he meant turning away from the Church.  
Although Teilhard acknowledged this fact, he did not believe it was because 
people were not religious. He perceived in others and felt in himself a deeply religious 
response to new discoveries about life and creation. He concluded that “a massive dose of 
new life-sap is making the religious spirit… boil up and take on a new form.”24 He said 
this new life-sap began flowing because “under the influence of a large number of 
convergent causes (the discovery of organic time and space, progress in the unification or 
‘planetization’ of man, etc.), man has quite certainly become alive, for the last century, to 
the evidence that he is involved in a vast process of anthropogenesis, cosmic in plane and 
dimension.”25 Teilhard presents a scientific view of these “convergent causes” in his 
book The Phenomenon of Man, written in 1938 but not published until after his death.26 
In The Phenomenon of Man he explains in detail his understanding and theory of the yet 
to be completed development of the universe, starting with the formation of “elemental 
matter” and concluding with “a forward glimpse at the end of the world.”27 He states that 
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he wrote this book “purely and simply as a scientific treatise.”28 However, as a scientific 
treatise it describes the ecological milieu that a religious system must take into account if 
it is to embrace a universe of cosmogenesis and evolution, which is the intent of 
sacramental creation spirituality. Therefore, a comprehensive summary of his treatise is 
presented in the paragraphs and sections that follow. As stated earlier, this summary is 
offered for its stark contrast to the prevailing non-scientific, biblically based story of 
creation.  
Teilhard presents the “phenomenon of man” as the phenomenon of the cosmos 
because, in his view, there is just one phenomenon that comprises the ongoing genesis of 
the cosmos or the universe or the world (he often uses these words interchangeably). 
Nothing in the universe exists independently and unto itself. Nothing can be taken out of 
the universe and remain what it is. The universe is indissolubly organic as it stands and as 
it develops. Therefore he resists calling things “things” and opts for “element,” a word 
more suggestive of organic relationship. Every element, he says, “has and must have a 
cosmic embryogenesis.”29 For example, he states that “traced back as far as possible in 
the direction of their origins, the last fibres of the human aggregate are lost to view and 
are merged in our eyes with the very stuff of the universe.”30 Everything originates and 
develops in “the stuff of the universe.” 
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How did an “aggregate” of “stuff” come to be human? Teilhard’s chronological 
explanation in The Phenomenon of Man can be previewed and anticipated by an 
introduction to images and terms he develops and uses, some of them original to his 
writings. For a cosmic image, the cosmos can be viewed as an all-enveloping sphere, 
albeit an expanding sphere. But it is primarily in dealing with Earth that Teilhard relies 
on the imagery of spheres. The Earth, he says, moving from the middle to the perimeter, 
is “the barysphere, lithosphere, hydrosphere, atmosphere and stratosphere.”31 In this 
organic environment of spheres, he focuses extensively on the evolutional development 
of the biosphere (the now mature life sphere) and the noosphere (as he expresses it, “a 
new layer, the ‘thinking layer’” in which “the earth… finds its soul.”32). Because science 
has shown the universe to evolve, Teilhard frequently attaches the suffix “-genesis” to 
words that can no longer be understood as simply about being, but must also be about 
“becoming.” He says that “matter reveals itself to us in a state of genesis or becoming.”33 
Therefore, cosmology is cosmogenesis, biology is biogenesis, ontology is ontogenesis, 
and so on. Being and becoming, in turn, are supported by two kinds of energies that he 
calls tangential and radial. These energies are part of a complex interplay between the 
external and internal circumstances of being, or, the without and the within of an element. 
The external is material and mechanical: the determined realm of tangential energy 
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(determined by the laws of the physical sciences). The internal or within is psychic: radial 
energy that Teilhard calls “the impetus of the world glimpsed in the great drive of 
consciousness.”34 He describes cosmogenesis or the evolution of the universe as 
irreversibly and organically driven by “the law of complexification”35 which directs the 
one phenomenon of cosmogenesis and geogenesis radially inward, and the reflective 
consciousness that comes about through anthropogenesis becomes the consciousness of 
the universe. In this phenomenon he says “consciousness presents itself and demands to 
be treated, not as a sort of particular and subsistent entity, but as an ‘effect’, as the 
‘specific effect’ of complexity.”36 As an effect, then, consciousness has a dynamic 
history or line of development, as do all elements in creation. He often refers to lines of 
development as fibers through time, and fibers over time can weave together, join, move 
apart, and even stop developing. Teilhard also views “synthesis” as characteristic of 
being and becoming. The holding together of distinct parts as one unity is called 
synthesis, wherein the parts retain their distinction while becoming together a new “one” 
that is more than the sum of the parts. Evolution proceeds by way of the synthesis of 
elements. Using images and terms such as these, he presents his “scientific treatise” in 
four chronological stages: 1) before life came; 2) life; 3) thought; and 4) survival. 
Detailed summaries of these stages will be presented in that order. 
                                                
34 Ibid., 149. 
 
35 Ibid., 48. 
 
36 Ibid., 308. 
 
  
103 
 
The Phenomenon of Man: Before Life Came 
In describing the period “before life came,” Teilhard begins with the elemental 
matter of the universe and proceeds up through “the earth in its early stages.” In 
accordance with common perception and the more intricate findings of particle physics, 
he states that matter or “the stuff of tangible things reveals itself with increasing 
insistence as radically particulate yet essentially related, and lastly, prodigiously 
active.”37 From raindrops and sand that are visible to atoms and electrons that are not 
visible, the universe, he says, is “finely granulated.” It is plurality; but, there is 
“fundamental unity” throughout. Teilhard describes two kinds of unity: homogeneous 
and collective. The “unity of homogeneity” is the sameness of like particles, an “identity 
of mass and behavior” among “molecules, atoms, electrons – whatever the name, 
whatever the scale.”38 “Collective unity” is the way in which “collective bonds” organize 
a plurality of particles into structured material things. He refers to a structuring principle 
as “the sphere above the centres [particles] and enveloping them,” and calls it by “the 
empirical name given by science… namely, energy.”39 Thus, he concludes, there is 
“plurality, unity, energy: the three faces of matter.”40  
Matter then presents itself in “different orders of magnitude” as circles within 
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circles or spheres within spheres; but, all as one universal sphere. Teilhard begins with 
the circle of electrons, proceeds to the circle of elements identified in the periodic table 
and then on to molecules, and “lastly, jumping or recoiling from the infinitesimal to the 
infinite, a circle of stars and galaxies.”41 However, he says that one circle to another 
circle is not simply a repetition or an imitation by one circle of another circle. 
Developmentally, there is always something new in a circle or sphere that cannot be 
reduced to the sum of its parts. The “stuff of the universe,” he concludes, forms “one and 
the same system… never repeating itself” and, “structurally, it forms a Whole.”42 So far, 
then, Teilhard has described the being of the universe before life came as an organic 
whole, resting upon an organized unity in plurality of particles in successive spheres of 
some uniqueness. 
Next, Teilhard adds a “new dimension” of development to his construct of the 
universe, meaning “the quite modern discovery of duration.” He is saying that “being” as 
a way of understanding the universe must give way to “becoming.” He is referring to a 
change in the human view of things brought about by “the appearance of … space-time” 
which shows us that “everything … we regarded and treated as points in our 
cosmological constructions became instantaneous sections of indefinite temporal 
fibres.”43 He uses the image of a tree to explain, saying that what a tree is today or at any 
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given moment implies a history of root development and future growth of branches. At 
any given moment the history and future are unseen, but added to the given moment the 
history and future describe the fiber or duration of the tree, and this constitutes the whole 
being of the tree. He applies this to the universe and calls it cosmogenesis, adding the 
diachronic (or fibrous) aspect to creation that this dissertation has identified as central to 
sacramental creation spirituality. He characterizes the diachronic direction of 
cosmogenesis as complexification. The universe began with “the constituents of the 
atom” and then the atoms, proceeding diachronically to the molecular level, “going on 
additively by a process of growing complexity.”44 He offers an important observation 
about this movement toward complexity. He observes, in accordance with the laws of 
physics, that “quantitatively, this transformation now appears to us as a definite, but 
costly, operation in which an original impetus slowly becomes exhausted.”45 There is a 
quantum of energy in the universe and it will only go so far. Viewed externally – looking 
at the “without” of things – Teilhard, having familiarized himself with the teachings of 
physics and entropy, concludes that the material universe will “become, in its totality as 
in its parts, an object of history.”46 But the external, or the without of the universe, is 
only part of Teilhard’s scientific treatise of the universe. He says there is also “the within 
of things.” He describes the “within of things” as consciousness, but defined very 
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broadly. It is the psychic aspect of being, in comparison to the material or without or 
external aspect of being, ranging from “the most rudimentary forms of interior perception 
imaginable to the human phenomenon of reflective thought.”47  
At this point in The Phenomenon of Man Teilhard abandons his chronological 
development of the phenomenon in order to assert the “within” to things or elements. He 
makes human beings his starting point, saying consciousness in human beings is 
undeniable because “it is the object of a direct intuition and the substance of all 
knowledge.”48 Based on the undeniability of human consciousness and the fibrous nature 
of everything in the universe, he extrapolates back through time the existence of 
consciousness throughout the universe and at all levels, from the simple to the complex. 
In a universe that is an evolutional closed system, anything that exists at anytime and 
anywhere existed beforehand even if only, he says, “in an obscure and primordial way.”49 
Consciousness is there all along, to complexify and emerge from the stuff of the universe. 
Teilhard concludes that the universe has a “double aspect to its structure: … 
co-extensive with their Without, there is a Within to things,”50 existing together in what 
can be called a synthesis relationship. Again, synthesis is the holding together of distinct 
parts as one unity, not to be confused with synthetic as an imitation of something. He 
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describes synthesis as “two aspects or connected parts of one and the same 
phenomenon.”51 Using the human being as a case in point, he applies a “blunt statement” 
to demonstrate: “To think, we must eat.”52 His simple point is that the material energy 
from eating a piece of bread becomes the psychic energy of the rational thought of human 
consciousness. Looking a little closer at the exchange or transformation that happens 
between “bread and thought,” he also notes that while there may be a smooth 
transformation of energy, quantitatively speaking there is practically no comparison 
between the bread and the thoughts it can energize. The energy from the bread, he says, 
“once absorbed, results on the internal scale in the most extraordinary oscillations,”53 
meaning incredibly varied and prolific thoughts.  
Based on this, Teilhard identifies two kinds of energy; one kind is tangential 
which pertains to a being’s external relationships and its development, the other is radial 
energy which pertains to consciousness and its development. Here he makes an important 
observation with respect to the development of consciousness: the rise, emerging 
appearance, and eventual dominance of consciousness in behavior is proportional to 
growth in the material complexity of beings. He calls this the “great Law of complexity 
and consciousness.” In other words, he is saying that as complexification occurs through 
evolution or cosmogenesis, there is first “the invisibility, then the appearance, and the 
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gradual dominance of the within in comparison to the without of things.”54 Put another 
way, there is a shift in the balance between tangential and radial energies – or the 
material and the psychic. This leads him to the same question he reached in first 
describing the “stuff of the universe”: like tangential energy, does radial energy also 
exhaust itself? This becomes an important question in The Phenomenon of Man. 
Returning to the chronology of cosmogenesis and the evolution of human, 
Teilhard describes the early stages of Earth. Formed from a fragment of the sun “some 
thousands of millions of years ago,” he says it very quickly assumed a composition of 
layered spheres, the barysphere in the middle, and proceeding out through the 
lithosphere, hydrosphere, atmosphere, and stratosphere. This, he says, provided a 
geo-chemistry that has supported development in two directions. First, the formation of 
minerals and crystals - aggregates that are an “extended mosaic of small elements,”55 
where the elements or molecules merely create a repeating pattern and do not themselves 
grow or develop. However, the formation of crystalline things also released energy that, 
he says, resulted “in a work of synthesis.”56 Available energy allowed molecules to 
interact with other molecules not to form a larger inorganic crystalline structure, but to 
create “an ever larger and more complex molecule.”57 These are the organic compounds 
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that create yet another sphere on Earth, a “pre-biosphere,” in which “the ‘within of the 
earth’ was soon to be gradually concentrated.”58  
The impetus for this concentration of the within, or consciousness, is two-fold. 
First, there is the complexification of organic molecules and thus the implied 
development of at least invisible consciousness in this pre-biosphere, based on the “law 
of complexification and consciousness.” Second, the planet itself is a contained sphere, as 
opposed to a diffusing cosmic cloud, repeatedly “coiling up … upon itself”59 and thus 
binding together its total quantum of energy and plurality of material as one ongoing 
dynamic of development. In other words, increasingly complex elements continuously 
and unavoidably interact with increasingly complex elements. These are the conditions 
that precede life on Earth. It is a sphere from which there is no escape, so to speak. The 
stuff of the universe on Earth is constantly interacting and complexifying. 
 
The Phenomenon of Man: Life 
Next, Teilhard describes the advent and growth of life on Earth, beginning with 
the biological cell and proceeding up to the dawn of “thought,” which emerges as 
consciousness in the human being. He argues that the evolution of life over this time 
conclusively reveals a direction as seen in the apparent transition from the “without” to 
the “within” as the primary developmental characteristic of life. 
Within the pre-biosphere, identified earlier as the culmination of the time before 
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life, organic matter reaches a new level of complexity and forms a new sphere on Earth, 
the biosphere. Teilhard identifies this development as “a metamorphosis… a coming to 
maturity, a threshold, a crisis of the first magnitude, the beginning of a new order.”60 
Metamorphosis is a kind of transformation that recurs in evolution from time to time, but 
is not continuous over time. It sets into motion a new order, and Teilhard identifies the 
cell as the constitutive element or “the natural granule of life”61 in this new order called 
life. He is clear in noting that such a metamorphosis is not without its “antecedents.” 
Whatever happens in evolution or cosmogeneis is always rooted in the universe from the 
very beginning, even transformations that he identifies as metamorphosis or the 
beginning of a new order. The cell, he says, existed antecedently in the molecule.62 
There is never a break from the past. New being emerges in the course of history, but 
“each new being has and must have a cosmic embryogenesis.”63 Organicity prevails 
throughout time and the universe. All that has been, is, and will be, is and was, in some 
manner, embedded in the universe from the start. 
So, after an enormous period of time there occurred what Teilhard calls “an 
evolutionary break of the first order,” which in this case resulted in the cell.64 Based on 
the law of complexity and consciousness, the cell constituted a new level of interiority or 
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consciousness, a “decisive step” according to Teilhard, although he says “we must resign 
ourselves to being vague in our speculations” about this consciousness.65  
At this point in The Phenomenon of Man Teilhard adds an important qualifying 
observation about life and its evolution. Evolution on Earth and cosmogensis in the 
universe are one whole process with beginning, development, and end. Therefore, it is 
irreversible and does not repeat itself. This proves important for his sense of the 
creation’s direction and fulfillment. 
At the early stages of the cell, the direction is toward the expansion of life. Cells 
begin to reproduce by division as a solution to internal growth pressures. Division results 
in exponential growth of the population. Furthermore, according to Teilhard, the 
multiplication of “individual units does not spread outwards in a monotonous circle 
formed of individual units exactly like itself. … The living unit is a centre of irresistible 
multiplication, and … irresistible focus of diversification.”66 In other words, there is 
some degree of change from one division to another. Among such changes was the 
development of sexual dualism through which, he says, “a single individual can pulverize 
itself into a myriad of germs”67 thus greatly adding to the ability to expand life 
quantitatively.  
Over an extremely long period of time, the ability of cells to associate or come 
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together as synthesis emerges “in which by a prodigious critical transformation an 
autonomous centre is established… over the organised group of cells.”68 At this point, a 
new characteristic emerges without which life would have grown in number but without 
“ascent.” Teilhard calls this new characteristic “controlled additivity” or “orthogenesis,” 
and identifies it as the “vertical component” in the evolution of life.69 It is the manner in 
which an association of cells begins to develop seemingly along a particular line, as in a 
line of heredity or “the growing specialization of factors forming a single genealogical 
sequence.”70 Without this, he concludes, “life would only have spread: with it there is an 
ascent of life that is invincible.”71  
The ascent of life Teilhard defines as “ramification.” He depicts ramification 
using a biological tree of life, in which there are “classes, orders, families, genera, 
species.”72 What is important about the tree of life is its designation of phyla. A phylum 
is an autonomous line of development. Variations in organisms occur through 
orthogenesis or additivity and, from time to time, a particular variation takes on unique 
characteristics that cannot be shared with or penetrated by other organisms. In a phylum 
there is the birth and ramification of species seen in the tree of life, and its dimensions are 
enormous in number, volume, and duration. In number, Teilhard says the life forms we 
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can name do “not amount to one millionth of the leaves that have sprouted so far on the 
tree of life.”73 He is referring here to the actual “tree of life,” not the limited one 
constructed by biologists. By volume, he is referring to the number of “various zoological 
and botanical groups in nature.” Noting that “mammals” commonly sums up the “idea of 
animal,” he observes that mammals are to the animal kingdom as the sun is to the Milky 
Way.74 With respect to duration, he is referring to the period of time over which 
evolution has occurred on Earth. Evolution is a slow process that advances not in accord 
with lunar or solar cycles, but in the great flow of cosmic time and cosmogenesis. 
Cosmogenesis is measured in billions of years, and evolution and Earth development 
occurred over multiple eras that are each measured in tens of millions of years. But 
altogether, in spite of such nearly unfathomable dimensions, Teilhard says the entire 
development and assemblage of life forms is “one single gigantic biota, rooted perhaps, 
like a simple stem, in… the depths of the mega-molecular world”; that is, rooted in the 
time on Earth before life and, by extension of causes, rooted in the universe. In 
mathematical terms, where the “great chain of being” cosmology would define any being 
as a constant, “C,” he says that any being or element must now be defined by a 
mathematical function c = f (x,y,z,t); that is, being is a function of place (x,y,z) and time 
(t) and is therefore a becoming.75 This is the replacement of a synchronic view of the 
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universe with a diachronic view. 
As mentioned earlier, the question of direction in evolution was important to 
Teilhard. Does it have a direction, or a preferred destination? Is it trying to achieve 
something? Having concluded that cosmosgenesis and genesis on Earth are fixed quanta 
in terms of energy and time, questions about meaning and purpose easily arise in his 
thought. Is it possible to discern and measure progress in any particular direction for 
evolution? He concludes that “evolution has a precise orientation and a privileged axis.”76 
Evolution, he says, is oriented toward psychic development (consciousness) and so the 
direction is radially inward. He states that essential development in evolution is 
“represented by the ‘interiority’ contained by the universe at a given moment.”77 This is 
his measure of progress, and progress is revealed in the balance or arrangement “between 
the radial and tangential energies of the world in the course of their respective 
developments.”78 Teilhard concludes that evolution favors the development of radial 
energy as evidenced by the “continuing expansion and deepening of consciousness.”79 
This development, he says, is clearly evident in human beings, but is characteristic of 
animals as well and is measured by “the degree of ‘cerebralisation’” in beings.80 This he 
associates with the development of nervous tissue in animals, which, as an externally 
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measurable facet of beings, directly corresponds to the level of development of 
consciousness and reveals, as he puts it, “a psychic state coextensive with the earth.”81 In 
sum, then, Teilhard expresses the thesis that geogenesis moves in the direction of 
biogenesis that moves in the direction of psychogenesis and this is the “heart of life,”82 
indicating an “inner principle, which alone could explain its irreversible advance towards 
higher psychisms.”83  
This inner principle finds its most receptive host in mammals, where it 
concentrates and develops to its highest degree in the primates. Primates have the 
advantage for psychic development, according to Teilhard, due to the relative lack of 
specialized development of their “accessories.” In early primates, the orthogenesis of 
consciousness is relatively unrestricted by physical particularities or tangential 
limitations. Thus, he concludes, “they represent a phylum of pure and direct 
cerebralisation.”84 That is, the physical appendages of early primates, while not 
specialized toward any one function, possessed the potential for multiple uses and so 
provided a framework for consciousness to develop with less tangential restriction than in 
other beings. Consciousness could develop and express itself in more ways through this 
more versatile platform. In this context, another metamorphosis occurs and “thought is 
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born.”85 
 
The Phenomenon of Man: Thought 
The appearance of the human being and reflective thought in the human being 
added a new dimension in life, according to Teilhard. He calls it a “new sphere” in which 
the conscious human being, by virtue of its “central phenomenon, reflection,” can for the 
first time “know that it knows.”86 While always affirming the existence of consciousness 
in all beings, Teilhard says that “reflection” gives to human beings a unique ability and 
position in evolution that amounts to “an infinite leap forward.”87 Thus it is another 
metamorphosis, but still an organic product of cosmogenesis. Teilhard makes this point in 
order to counter “the spiritual explanation” for the human being, namely that some kind 
of impetus outside of cosmogenesis is necessary to explain the existence of the human 
being.88 He believes the science of evolution shows this to be false. The human being, 
reflective consciousness and all, is completely organic to the cosmos and needs no other 
explanation. It is not an independent epiphenomenon. 
As a natural and complete product of evolution, the human being is indicative of 
certain things about evolution that Teilhard takes to be very important. These have 
already been touched upon in the law of complexification and consciousness, and in the 
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notion of a direction or summit for evolution. Life evolves radially inward, moving from 
“soma” to “psyche.” The soma or body of the human being has not changed appreciably 
according to Teilhard for thirty-thousand years.89 Rather, through the development of the 
reflective mind, the psyche “becomes an appreciable part, or even a principle part, of the 
phenomenon” of man. The basis for understanding the development of the human being 
shifts from “physics” to include “psychology.”90 Thus, heredity grows from being 
primarily genetic to including what he calls a growing “transmissible tradition,”91 which 
he identifies as the “noosphere” or the “thinking layer” of Earth. It exists, he says, 
“outside and above the biosphere.”92  
From this point on in his treatise on evolution, Teilhard ceases to look at 
anatomical (soma) changes in the human being because they have all but ceased, 
including anatomical development of the brain. What interests him henceforward is the 
development of “the zones of psychic spontaneity both individual and collective.”93 As 
individual cells collectively comprised the biosphere at the beginning of life, so 
individual human minds collectively comprise the noosphere. His focus now is 
completely inward, as the inner or the mind becomes creative and expressive itself, and it 
is these expressions and creations that are, in Teilhard’s analysis, the new foci of 
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evolution which construct the noosphere. He is talking here about civilization and its 
characteristics: agriculture, invention, and ways of retaining and transmitting collective 
memory. Whereas in the past evolution was a wave of physical ramification, in this new 
“age of reason” or age of “hominisation,” as he calls it, human social ramification is the 
wave of evolution. By social ramification he means all the ideas, inventions, societies, 
nations, religions, and so on that comprise the history and ongoing life of human beings 
on Earth. These are the new “natural” experiments that move evolution onward. Some 
experiments fail, others prevail and, according to Teilhard, “an ever more highly 
organized consciousness of the universe is passed from hand to hand, and glows steadily 
brighter.”94 Again, this is the evolving noosphere. 
From the perspective of human history and knowledge, the advent of the science 
of evolution is not simply another example of the human being knowing that it now 
knows more about something, it is evolution itself confronting and knowing itself. This is 
a new knowledge, substantially developed during Teilhard’s life, which he calls “a 
critical change of the noosphere.”95 It is critical because the old story of creation fades 
into insignificance as outright untenable and thus unbelievable. It cannot for an instant be 
considered viable, even though it dominated for ages right up into the modern age and in 
some circles is still accepted at least in part.  
Teilhard summarizes the old story as the one “where the stars turned round the 
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earth, and had been doing so for less than 6,000 years.”96 He states that the modern view 
of the physical universe really started to change with Galileo, modern science now 
acknowledging an immensity and complexity to the universe that has “overcome the 
illusion of proximity” that dominated throughout recorded history.97 He is referring to 
the proximity of celestial bodies. The modern view, while slow to realize and accept the 
age of the universe revealed by cosmogenesis and evolution, has also grown to embrace 
“immensity,” according to Teilhard. Taken alone, the immensities of space and time 
describe a universe as never before conceived. Even more important to this changed view 
of the universe, he concludes, is that “time and space are organically joined … so as to 
weave, together, the stuff of the universe.”98 Time and space together comprise one and 
the same “duration.” Every being is specifically and organically tied to both a time and 
place with ancient fibrous antecedents in a universe that is extremely old and expansive, 
and human beings have “become conscious of the movement which is carrying us all 
along.”99  
This is the new story of creation for Teilhard and humankind. Evolution is so 
foundational to existence that nothing falls outside of it and no “knowledge” that fails to 
acknowledge evolution can be considered knowledge. He says that “evolution is a light 
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illuminating all facts, a curve that all lines must follow.” He is speaking of “chemistry, 
physics, sociology and even mathematics and the history of religion.”100 Teilhard can be 
interpreted as being all-inclusive here, saying that even “the social phenomenon is the 
culmination and not the attenuation of the biological phenomenon.”101 He does away 
with perceived differences between “natural and artificial, physical and moral, organic 
and juridical,” concluding that they are all rooted in the same phenomenon of evolution, 
rhetorically asking, “are not the artificial, the moral and the juridical simply the 
hominised versions of the natural, the physical, and the organic?”102 The implied answer 
is “Yes.” 
From the overarching and underlying perspective of evolution, human beings are 
consciously self-implicated in the course and continuation of evolution, which is no 
longer primarily physical, but psychic, as mentioned earlier. The movement of psychic 
development is in the direction of constructing the noosphere. This is constructed and 
advanced through human “tradition, education, and upbringing” via the same mechanism 
of “additivity” mentioned earlier as the “mode of biological enrichments,” only having 
now oriented toward psychic development.103 According to Teilhard, psychic 
development unto reflective consciousness has made the human being “nothing else than 
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evolution become conscious of itself.”104 He calls this “the summit” of evolution and he 
places “the requirements of the future” in human minds and actions.105 He suggests that 
movement of evolution toward higher consciousness and the noosphere offers a hope 
that, while the physical universe and its cosmogenesis are limited as a fixed quantum, 
there is a collective “super-life” that will emerge and survive. He concludes that human 
beings, as the summit of evolution, “have only to think and to walk always further in the 
direction in which the lines passed by evolution take on their maximum coherence.”106 
He develops this in the final “book” of The Phenomenon of Man, Survival.  
 
The Phenomenon of Man: Survival 
In the reflective consciousness of the human being, evolution reached a summit 
that Teilhard identified as evolution having become conscious of and knowledgeable 
about itself. The question then becomes where evolution is headed and does the human 
being contribute or not to its ends. Taken all together – past, present, and future - he 
states that “Evolution = Rise of consciousness, Rise of consciousness = Union 
effected.”107 According to Teilhard, “union effected” is the future and survival of all that 
has come about through cosmogenesis and evolution. It is a survival that, he concluded, 
would extend beyond the terminus of the finite universe. 
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This union first begins to emerge through the pressures for socialization brought 
on by population growth in the enclosed sphere of planet Earth. Having “ramified” and 
spread out around the planet to the point of increasing physical, social, cultural, and 
economic interactions (which are tangential interactions), there comes about the 
complexification of global organization, which Teilhard calls “mega-synthesis.” He says 
this produces “a leap forward of the radial energies along the principal axis of evolution: 
ever more complexity and thus ever more consciousness.”108 This consciousness is not 
simply something acquired and retained by each human being; it is brought about by the 
synthesis of human consciousnesses. It is yet another example of evolution’s 
characteristic and occasional metamorphosis whereby “the whole is more than the sum of 
the parts.” There is a new unity in diversity and the unity itself has being. This unity is 
the noosphere, which Teilhard calls “a single vast grain of thought on the sidereal scale, 
the plurality of individual reflections…. reinforcing one another in the act of a single 
unanimous reflection”109 or “the formation of a veritable spirit of the earth.”110 
Two key points about the noosphere are that it is “on the sidereal scale” and that it 
is a synthesis. The sidereal scale means that the noosphere is organic to the universe (via 
the evolution of the human being) and proceeds in its development at the rate of 
evolution or cosmogenesis, meaning very slowly, sometimes imperceptibly slow, as is the 
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flow of evolution. In evolution it can take hundreds of thousands of years to effect 
change. So, noogenesis can be expected to proceed very slowly consistent with 
evolutional timeframes. Noogenesis is also a process of synthesis as opposed to a 
crystalline growth. It is not simply the addition of more and more minds ad infinitum, it is 
the union of minds as a “super-abundance of mind.”111 As noted earlier, Teilhard 
describes becoming as a process of synthesis. This was true throughout the advance of 
evolution, beginning with its more tangential phase and no less true as evolution becomes 
more radially directed toward reflective consciousness. Evolution involves both the 
grains of being (molecules, cells, minds, etc.) and the union of these grains as “one,” be it 
the pre-biosphere, the biosphere, or the noosphere. Evolution is a process of synthesis in 
which a “one” emerges as a union of elements, and this is true of the noosphere.  
Unity in plurality is, therefore, central to Teilhard’s view of evolution and 
creation. In the context of the evolution of the noosphere, synthesis (unity in plurality) 
produces growth in “personalization.” Individual human minds are not subsumed into a 
monism of mind, but rather become “totalized grains of thought” around a “higher pole 
of evolution.”112 Noogenesis produces a higher form of complex synthesis or 
organization. Teilhard calls the higher pole of this synthesis Omega, and the attraction 
that draws minds to it is love. Love, here, is not limited to emotional attraction as 
between lovers or friends, or even that which draws animals into mating pairs. It is far 
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more universal and organic. It is “the affinity of being with being” or a “propensity to 
unite” that is foundational to comsogenesis and exists by implication down to even the 
most rudimentary of elemental attractions.113 In the love-induced convergence of mind 
into noosphere, each person becomes more that person because, Teilhard observes, 
“union differentiates.”114 That is, each mind becomes more clearly “that mind” by virtue 
of its comparative distinction within the growing whole. Ultimately, the radial evolution 
of mind and noosphere becomes completely spiritual as the tangential or material aspect 
of evolution plays itself out through entropy and the expenditure of the universe’s 
quantum of energy. Omega, then, is “the point at which, under the synthesizing action of 
personalizing union, the noosphere… will reach collectively its point of convergence – at 
the ‘end of the world.’”115 This point of convergence would be the ultimate 
complexification of consciousness, and the termination of the tangential or material. 
Therefore, it is pure spirit.  
 
Teilhard’s Theology for a New Creation Story  
Teilhard’s thesis on the phenomenon of man – cosmogenesis – has profound 
religious implications. While the past century or more has seen substantial conflict 
between religion and science, especially in the world of Western Christianity, Teilhard 
said the way forward for religion and science was “not in elimination, nor duality, but in 
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synthesis.”116 His participation in scientific research led him to a new story of creation in 
which the experience of creation was “tinged with mysticism and charged with faith”117 
because evolution, he concluded, leads to “the end and the fulfillment of the spirit of the 
earth.”118 At the end of The Phenomenon of Man Teilhard refers not simply to Omega, 
but to “God-Omega.”119 From his scientific view of creation, he found that God was 
implied and necessary, but not as presented by the traditional theology and doctrines of 
the Church. Where traditional teachings presented God as Creator of a hierarchy of 
ontologically independent beings, now the Church needed to present God as an 
ever-present and still active Creator in one universally organic creation still in the process 
of becoming. While in his view the human being remains the summit of creation as in the 
“old story,” the end or fulfillment of the human being is not independent of creation or 
individualistic but rather affects a final union that is the consummation of all creation. 
Again, in Teilhard’s view, the phenomenon of human is the phenomenon of creation.   
Subsequent to his death, numerous writings by Teilhard were published that 
characterized the theological parameters for a God capable of encompassing science’s 
and his new story of creation. This is particularly true of The Divine Milieu, which 
translator Bernard Wall said was “key to the religious meditation that accompanied … 
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The Phenomenon of Man.”120 The keys to explaining his theology are, first of all, 
panentheism, rooted in the biblical writings of John and Paul that characterize Christ as 
the Cosmic Christ, supporting a view of God’s ongoing creativity through the universally 
incarnate Christ. Second is the consummation of the evolving creation as fully centered 
on Christ as Omega, a consummation that is the ultimate unity of the diverse elements of 
creation in spiritualized form. Finally, as the creation is still “becoming” in God and the 
“duration” of creation is now understood to be a nearly unfathomable dimension of space 
and time, the theology of God must be robust enough to embrace such a creation and also 
affirm God’s transcendence of creation. Teilhard’s argument for and understanding of 
these theological parameters is summarized in this section. 
Throughout his life Teilhard observed and experienced tension between “faith in 
the world,” as informed by science, and “faith in God,” as informed by the Church. The 
tension was caused by what he considered a natural religious feeling for “the Whole,” 
meaning the vast, evolving universe. The universe as cosmogenesis constitutes an organic 
whole in which human consciousness evolves as an element of that organic whole. 
Therefore, he surmised, it is only natural that people “believed that they have experienced 
cosmic consciousness” of “the Whole” and that they identify this as religious experience 
and express it as religion.121 According to Teilhard, faith in God in accordance with 
Church teachings rejected this natural religious feeling of the Whole, identifying it as 
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monistic pantheism, meaning the fusing of individual things and identities into a one – 
god - without diversity or transcendence. However, he said it was possible and necessary 
to “narrow the gap between pantheism and Christianity by bringing out what one might 
call the Christian soul of pantheism or the pantheist aspect of Christianity.”122 This, he 
suggested, could be accomplished by identifying the religious experience of the Whole 
with Paul’s Cosmic Christ and John’s Logos. Teilhard encouraged theologians to “bring 
out, in the person of Christ, the cosmic aspect and function which make him organically 
the prime mover and controller, the ‘soul,’ of evolution,” and he notes approvingly that 
“in the first century of the Church, Christianity made its definitive entry into human 
thought by boldly identifying the Christ of the gospel with the … Logos.”123 Thus, he 
encouraged the Christianizing of pantheism by identifying the Cosmic Christ or Logos as 
the soul and mover of evolution. This is the incarnational aspect – God in creation and 
creation in God - of Teilhard’s recognized need of a panentheistic theology for a 
diachronic, evolving universe. As a result of this universal incarnation, or the presence of 
Christ, Teilhard spoke of the creation and its elements as inherently sacramental and the 
experience of life as sacrament. He said experiencing “communion with [Christ] through 
the world… is the sacrament of life,”124 and he saw Christ as “the diaphany of the Divine 
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at the heart of the universe on fire.”125 Influenced by the story of the Transfiguration of 
Christ, Teilhard repeatedly used the image of fire to describe a “luminous” quality to 
creation caused by the presence of Christ or Logos within.  
Teilhard believed that Christian eschatology, meaning a final end or 
consummation to creation, provided the basis for a Christianized understanding of the 
Omega point (Omega being his scientifically deduced end of creation). Again, he 
described Omega as a spiritual end to creation, when the finite material or tangential 
aspect of creation exhausts itself and the inner or psychic aspect is completed through a 
spiritual convergence of mind as a final fulfilled unity in diversity. This fulfillment, he 
suggested, is a synthesis because every element retains its personality while becoming 
one, “the mysterious Pleroma, in which the substantial one and the created many fuse 
without confusion in a whole which, without adding anything essential to God, will 
nevertheless be a sort of triumph and generalization of being.”126 The pleroma or 
fulfillment (the reaching of Omega through “the unique process of assimilation and 
synthesis, pursued from the beginning of time”) is the “universal Christ” who 
“consummate[s] the universal unification by delivering Himself… to the embrace of the 
Deity.”127 Again, Teilhard is describing a final end to evolutive creation, identifying the 
end with an ultimate unity of creation’s diverse elements in Christ and presented by 
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Christ to God. This “totalized Christian universe,” according to Teilhard, is foreseen by 
the Apostle Paul, “that God may be all in all” (1 Corinthians 15:28, NRSV). He offers 
this interpretation as the Christian end to evolution. 
For God to “be all in all” does not mean that “all is God” in the sense of a 
one-to-one identity, and Teilhard was clear in the need to retain the transcendent, beyond 
creation, “essential” aspect of God. He describes this is in several ways in The Divine 
Milieu. In a prayer he speaks metaphorically of the “two marvelous hands” of God. One 
hand can clearly be understood as divine immanence, “the one which holds us so firmly 
that it is merged, in us, with the sources of life.”128 The other hand is suggestive of 
transcendence because its “embrace is so wide that, at the slightest pressure, all the 
springs of the universe respond harmoniously together.”129 By “springs of the universe” 
Teilhard means all the dynamic, interacting elements of the universe, and he is saying 
that God can influence all the elements of the universe at once. At the very least, he is 
describing theology of a God capable of containing the vast size and temporal duration of 
creation. Later in The Divine Milieu he says “the immensity of God is the essential 
attribute which allows us to seize him everywhere, within us and around us.”130 God 
simply must be immense in order to fill an immense universe. In fact, Teilhard goes on to 
embrace a theological view of God as transcendent, meaning beyond human reach and 
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understanding, or metaphysically its own. He says: 
There is no limit… in respect of the divine object… And let us remember this: 
God does not offer himself to our finite beings as a thing all complete and ready 
to be embraced. For us he is eternal discovery and eternal growth. The more we 
think we understand him, the more he reveals himself as otherwise. The more we 
hold him, the further he withdraws, drawing us in the depths of himself. The 
nearer we approach him through all the efforts of nature and grace, the more he 
increases, in one and the same movement, his attraction over our powers, and the 
receptivity of our powers to that divine attraction.131 
 
This theology is consistent with a spirituality of affirmation and negation, or a Via 
Postiva and Via Negativa. What is discovered and known about God is at the same time 
evidence of how increasingly more is yet to be discovered and known. That this is 
“eternally” the condition from a finite human viewpoint affirms the transcendent, “always 
beyond” nature of God that makes Teilhard’s Christian pantheism truly panentheistic. He 
affirms the need for a theology in which this will always remain so: no matter how far 
creation, through human experience and consciousness, evolves in the direction of 
knowing God, God remains essentially unknowable. 
This is the overview of the kind of theology Teilhard, the Jesuit priest, said 
needed to be developed and taught by the Church based on the new science-based 
creation story as he experienced it, studied it, and contributed to it as a scientist. It would 
provide a synthesis between faith in Earth and faith in God, and this is what sacramental 
creation spirituality has embraced. A stated purpose of this dissertation is to show that 
strong theological underpinnings exist to justify such a synthesis. In his writings, Teilhard 
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repeatedly stated that his background as a theologian was not strong enough to develop 
and articulate this new theology, saying his ideas were “only provisional or incompletely 
worked out observations on this subject.”132 However, it will now be shown that his 
observations are strongly supported by the Logos creation theology of Maximus the 
Confessor and the theology of learned ignorance of Nicholas of Cusa. Incorporating these 
historic theologies into Teilhard’s view of divine creativity as diachronic evolution offers 
a modern integration of theology and science that validates sacramental creation 
spirituality as a whole-Earth Christian faith.    
 
Maximus the Confessor 
Saint Maximus the Confessor (c.580-662 CE) was a monastic and out-spoken 
theologian of the eastern Mediterranean region. He is a Saint of both the Eastern and 
Western Churches, known largely for his interpretation and use of the Chalcedon 
Formula of Christ (451 CE) against movements in his day that threatened to diminish or 
negate the human aspect of Christ in favor of the divine. In this section, Maximus’s 
teachings that support Teilhard’s panentheistic view of creation will be presented. They, 
in turn, support Teilhard’s “faith in the Earth” as sacramental creation. The primary 
teaching is the presence of Logos as logoi in all things. This leads to Maximus’s view of 
being as a synthesis of the absolute and contingent in a microcosm/macrocosm creation, 
and then living the sacrament in a sacramental universe.  
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Logos and Logoi: A Panentheistic Ontology of Relatedness 
Maximus’s primary teaching pertaining to ontology is that the Logos is present in 
all created things as logoi. Logoi here is simply the plural of logos and Logos is Christ or 
God or Word, as presented in the prologue to John’s gospel (John 1:1-5). In his 
Ambiguum 7 (Difficulty 7) Maximus says “the one Logos is many logoi and the many 
logoi are One. Because the One goes forth out of goodness into individual being, creating 
and preserving them, the One is many.”133 And in Ambiguum 22 Maximus says “God is 
… in all the logoi according to which all things exist.”134 The logoi of all things, then, 
exist as one in God – the Logos - preceding the actual appearance of things. For example, 
Maximus says “a logos preceded the creation of human beings, a logos preceded 
everything that receives its becoming from God, and so on. It is not necessary to mention 
them all.”135 However, it is clear that when he says “all” he is referring to the creation – 
the cosmos – and he bases this on Colossians 1:16, which Maximus records as saying, 
Christ “is the beginning and cause of all the things in whom all things were created, in 
heaven and on earth were created, visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions 
principalities or authorities—all things were created from him and through him and for 
him.”136 Torstein Tollefsen concludes that for Maximus creation is a procession, saying 
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“the procession, in which the one Logos is many logoi, is the manifestation of God's 
eternally pre-existing logoi	  in the act of creation.”137 So Maximus teaches that each 
individual thing that comes to be contains its own logos as the presence of the eternal 
Logos. Therefore, God is present in creation from the beginning. 
The logoi of creation are metaphysical with physical manifestations. Lars 
Thunberg notes that “on the one hand Maximus affirms that the logoi are pre-existent 
with God. On the other hand, he [Maximus] also says that God brought them to their 
realization in concrete creation.”138 Logoi are metaphysical – pre-existing with God as 
One. Therefore, they provide a metaphysical aspect to the ontology of beings. That is, as 
it exists, there is something metaphysical to each being in its particular manifestation as 
something different from other beings. Melchisedec Törönen says that “in St Maximus’ 
vision of the cosmos, otherness is a matter of difference; a difference rooted in the logoi, 
in God's intentions for his creatures.”139 He bases this on Maximus’s Ambiguum 22: 
If the beings which have come into being are many, they necessarily are also 
different... And if the many are different, then, also the logoi	  by means of which 
they exist in substance are to be understood as different. [It is] by means of these 
logoi, and even more so because of them, that the different beings differ [from 
one another]. For the different beings would not differ from one another, had the 
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logoi	  by means of which they have come into being no difference.140 
 
The differentiation that is seen in the “substance” of creation occurs, therefore, by way of 
the one Logos that is many logoi. A metaphysical unity in diversity is foundational to the 
ontology of the universe, resulting in the physical diversity of things.  
Furthermore, the activity of the Logos through the logoi of creation is ongoing 
because, according to Maximus, the Logos provides both “creating and preserving” 
actions. In Ad Thalassium 2 (answers to questions put to Maximus by Thalasios), 
Thalasois asks, “If the Creator made all the forms which fill out the world in six days, 
what is the Father doing henceforth?” Maximus answers, “God… completed the primary 
principles (logoi) of creatures and the universal essences of beings once for all. Yet he is 
still at work, not only preserving these creatures in their very existence but effecting the 
formation, progress, and sustenance of the individual parts that are potential within 
them.”141 So, God, or Logos, creates and participates in all things via logoi. God is, 
therefore, integral or constitutive to creation and creativity. God remains active in the 
creation. 
Furthermore, all things are dynamically related by way of the logoi. Maximus 
affirms this in Ambiguum 7, saying “all created things are defined, in their essence and in 
their way of developing, by their own logoi and by the logoi of the beings that provide 
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their external context.”142 Maximus thus defines relatedness as being – as the being of 
the cosmos since the logos that is manifest as any particular being is not independent of 
the logoi of other beings in its environment – its “external context.” This external context 
both indicates a being’s “essence” relative to other beings’ essences, and influences a 
being’s “way of developing” because of interaction with other beings. At the very least, 
this can be seen as affirming the ontology of ecology as the dynamic interrelatedness of 
being. Ecology is the external aspect of being that influences the way each being 
develops.  
Tollefsen supports this interpretation of Maximus: 
The creative power, in accordance with the logoi, keeps not only individual 
creatures but also the created cosmos as a whole together as an ordered structure. 
Every region of the created world and every part within it is kept together by God 
who has established certain ontological bonds or laws which connect every being 
to every other in a hierarchic and harmonious arrangement.143  
 
Tolleffsen is saying that, according to Maximus, creatures are ontologically connected 
via the logoi (logoi to logoi). He calls this relatedness a “harmonious arrangement,” but 
harmonious here can be interpreted to mean ecologically dynamic. It is the “ordered 
structure” (Tolleffsen’s phrase) or “external context” (Maximus’s phrase) that influences 
a being’s “way of developing” in an ecosystem (a system of natural relationships). Thus, 
unity in diversity is not only metaphysical, it is physical. 
Obviously modern evolution was unknown in Maximus’s time. Yet, in affirming 
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the ontological basis for ecology and thus defining each being in the context of a dynamic 
ecological whole, the door is open to view evolution (and cosmogenesis) as the ongoing 
creativity of God. Disregarding evolution, Maximus’s ecology supports the synchronic 
aspect of creation described by Peacocke as it is the way creation sustains its creatures in 
the great chain of being. But Teilhard, in effect, said it is necessary to introduce what 
Peacocke has called the diachronic aspect to ecology by extending the creative activity of 
God from “in the beginning” or “occasionally” to the entire duration of the universe. 
Teilhard says: 
Creation is not a periodic intrusion of the First Cause: it is an act co-extensive 
with the whole duration of the universe. God has been creating ever since the 
beginning of time. … Participated being is not introduced in batches which are 
differentiated later as a result of a non-creative modification: God is continually 
breathing new being into us.144 
 
Teilhard is writing here in the context of the Scholastic view of primary and secondary 
causes in creation; primary being the pure creative will and action of God as “First 
Cause” unrestrained by any materiality, secondary being the “non-creative” development 
of created things. What Teilhard proposes is the synthesis of these two ways into one 
enduring creative process in which the primary cause (God) creates anew from that which 
already exists. This would provide a theological basis for evolution. Given that evolution 
does not proceed without the medium of ecological relationships and their pressures for 
adaptation and change, and that Maximus affirms ecology as ontological, it only remains 
to say that via the activity in the synthesis of primary and secondary causes in creation, 
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new logoi manifest themselves in creation over time. This is “metamorphosis” 
characteristic of evolution as described by Teilhard in The Phenomenon of Man. 
As stated in Chapter 1, the logoi are metaphysical permission for things to be. 
Sacramental creation spirituality adds “permission for things to become” by way of 
cosmogenesis and evolution as the diachronic aspect of being. Thunberg makes the 
important observation, though, that logoi are not the “divine Essence” itself; but, they are 
“noncreated” and part of the “absolute unity of the divine Essence.”145 He concludes that 
the logoi “are thus not identical with the essence of God, nor with the empirical forms of 
existence of the things of the created world.”146 Yet, they clearly establish a connection 
between God or Logos and the created world that can be called a mutual indwelling or, as 
Teilhard puts it, “participated being.” In Ambiguum 22 Maximus says “God is in the 
logos of every special thing and likewise in all the logoi according to which all things 
exist, God who is truly none of the beings and yet truly all the beings and above all the 
beings.”147 God is in all things and all things are in God, and yet God is above all things: 
physics and metaphysics; immanence and transcendence. For this reason Maximus’s 
theological view of creation is panentheistic, one which “posits an infinite difference 
between the One and creatures, as well as the inclusion of creatures in the One,” to quote 
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John Cooper from his book Panentheism: The Other God of the Philosophers.148 
Maximus’s construct of the universe, understood as an evolutive manifestation of logoi of 
the Logos, gives ontological standing to the ongoing becoming and variety of beings and 
to the dynamic relatedness of all beings; and, it does so as panentheistic theology in line 
with Teilhard’s Christian pantheism. 
 
Synthesis of Being in Micro/Macro Cosmic Relationships  
Furthermore, Maximus goes on to identifty panentheism with the Cosmic Christ, 
the very identification sought by Teilhard. The Chalcedon Formula for Christ (451 CE) 
was key for Maximus because it offered insight to the ontological structure of things. An 
outcome of what is called the Fourth Ecumenical Council, the Formula is a creed 
addressing the “question how the divine and the human are related to each other in a 
given person,” according to Bernhard Lohse.149 Specifically, it addresses the question 
how Jesus Christ can be God and human at the same time. The Chalcedon Formula states 
that “Our Lord Jesus Christ is… truly God and truly man … made known in two natures 
without confusion… the property of each nature preserved and coalesced in one 
person.”150 The phrase “preserved and coalesced” affirms both the importance of 
diversity (two natures) and unity (that Jesus Christ is one person with two natures). This 
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synthesis is dual, but it is a unity of the dual parts – the poles. Thunberg uses the phrase 
“communion in preserved duality.”151 This is precisely how Maximus understands the 
“preserved and coalesced” relationship between the “truly God and truly man” natures of 
Christ. Christ is the manifestation of the Logos in human bodily form. 
Hans Urs von Balthasar says that for Maximus, Chalcedon became the way of 
discovering “the formal structure of all created being, even the formal structure of the 
relationship between the absolute and the contingent,” or between the Creator and the 
created.152 This can be heard in Maximus’s understanding of the human being as body 
and soul in synthesis and not in duality, in the manner of Christ. In Ambiguum 42, 
Maximus says that Christ “was himself God incarnate, indwelling the flesh in the same 
manner that the soul indwells the body, that is, thoroughly interpenetrating it in a union 
without confusion.”153 He goes on to discuss the human being: 
The soul… originates not from underlying matter, like bodies, but, ineffably and 
unknowably, from a divinely willed vital inbreathing comprehended only by the 
soul’s Creator himself. The soul arises at conception simultaneously with the 
body to form one complete human being. The body, of course, is created from the 
underlying matter of another body at conception, and at once enters into synthesis 
with the soul to form one species with it.154 
 
Thus Maximus is describing the human being as a synthesis of body and soul. The soul 
he attributes to God the Creator (the absolute); the body he attributes to nature (the 
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contingent underlying matter). The soul originates from the “vital inbreathing;” the body 
is conceived by other bodies; but the two are related and come into being as a synthesis: 
unity in diversity; diversity in unity.  
Maximus says “the ‘vital inbreathing’ and the enfleshment itself is suggestive of 
the distinction between the logos of creaturely origin and the tropos of birth.”155 The 
logos, as presented earlier, is the eternal, uncreated essence of the creature that resides, in 
some manner, in the Logos and the Logos in it. Maximus is associating the origin of the 
human soul with the logos – the divine principle of being and intent as it is in God or 
Logos. The origin of the body is the material manifestation of the logos in creation in a 
natural way, which is understood as “tropos.” Again, Maximus is defining the human 
being as synthesis between that which originates more directly from God or the Logos 
and that which originates in the creation (originates at least secondarily, or according to 
tropos). As he states more succinctly elsewhere, “being itself, is bodily birth, a single 
appearance of both together - soul and body – according to their coexistence as parts 
simultaneous with each other, distinguished only by the different modes of origin proper 
to each.”156 There is, however, no dualism of body and soul. It is a synthesis. In 
Maximus there is division but not duality because being is an ontological synthesis or 
union.  
Having extended the synthesis of Chalcedon to the synthesis of the human being, 
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Maximus then extends it to the synthesis structure of all being. The synthesis of body and 
soul in the human being is only the beginning of a unity in diversity, diversity in unity 
that characterizes the entire cosmos according to Maximus. The human being is a 
microcosm of the world, as described in his Mystagogy: 
Using a well-known image [man as microcosm or epitome of the world]… the 
whole world, made up of visible and invisible things, is man and conversely… 
man made up of body and soul is a world. …Intelligible things display the 
meaning of the soul as the soul does that of intelligible things, and… sensible 
things display the place of the body as the body does that of sensible things. 
…Intelligible things are the soul of sensible things, and sensible things are the 
body of intelligible things; that as the soul is in the body so is the intelligible in 
the world of sense.157   
 
That “the whole world” is the universe or the cosmos or the creation is established in 
Ambiguum 41 where Maximus says “the whole nature that receives being from creation is 
divided by God into that which is perceived by the mind [intelligible things] and that 
perceived by the senses.”158 So he is saying that the human body and soul are microcosm 
to sensible (visible) and intelligible (invisible) things. This synthesis of polarities (as in 
body/soul and sensible/intelligible) is embedded in and replicated throughout the cosmos 
as “the formal structure of all created being,” to quote von Balthasar again. Maximus 
bases this on his understanding of logoi as the Logos in each and every thing, but 
informed by his interpretation of the Chalcedon Formula of Christ as affirming a unity in 
distinction between God (Logos) and human (creation), not a divide. 
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That there is a universal sustaining and fulfilling purpose for the cosmos in Christ 
is made explicit by Maximus: 
Christ… encloses in himself all beings by the unique, simple, and infinitely wise 
power of his goodness. As the center of straight lines that radiate from him he 
does not allow by his unique, simple, and single cause and power that the 
principles of beings [logoi] become disjoined at the periphery but rather he 
circumscribes their extension in a circle and brings back to himself the distinctive 
elements of beings which he himself [Logos] brought into existence. The purpose 
of this is so that the creations and products of the one God be in no way strangers 
and enemies to one another by having no reason or center for which they might 
show each any friendly or peaceful sentiment or identity, and not run the risk of 
having their being separated from God to dissolve into nonbeing.159 
 
Dissolution into nonbeing is the product of dualism, or the undoing of synthesis. Where 
sacramental creation spirituality deplores philosophical/theological dualism and its 
enabling of environmental disregard and decline, ontological dualism is literally the end 
of being. But Maximus describes a Christ-filled structure of synthesis to creation, which 
the human being properly maintains and experiences so as “to bring about the union of 
everything with God as its cause.”160 As Louth puts it, “in the Incarnation, God has 
recapitulated the cosmic role of human beings and restored to them their primordial 
function.”161 In short, human beings can engage in a spiritual life of uniting and 
transcending perceived divisions and in so doing reach a truthful understanding of the 
divine origin of and intent for creation.  
Engaging in such a spiritual life, the creation is found to be sacramental and 
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human experience of it can be called sacrament. The logoi themselves are invisible, but 
they are not imperceptible or without meaning. In Difficulty 10 Maximus says, “Taught 
by creation, we shall know the meanings [logoi.]. … Being becomes the teacher of 
theology. Through it we, seeking the source of all things, teach through them that He is, 
…through it we return, as from a thing caused, to the cause.”162 Being – the 
manifestation of logoi – Maximus describes as “teacher of theology.” He is saying that 
there is an invisible, divine presence within all beings through which beings (material 
manifestations of logoi) are taught to proclaim God “the cause.” Therefore, creation is 
sacramental.  
Furthermore, Maximus supports an understanding of redemption as an ultimate 
fulfillment or a teleological end for creation. In a word, Maximus says the teleological 
end for humankind and all creation is “deification.” Louth defines deification as “the way 
in which the uncreated God is to share with the cosmos, through humankind, all his 
divine qualities, save the inalienable quality of being uncreated.”163 Maximus introduces 
this redemptive goal in Ad Thalassium 22: 
He who, by the sheer inclination of his will, established the beginning of all 
creations, seen and unseen, before all the ages and before the beginning of created 
beings, had an ineffably good plan for those creatures. The plan was for him to 
mingle, without change on his part, with human nature while remaining 
immutable, so that he might become a man, as he alone knew how, and so that he 
might deify humanity in union with himself. Also, according to his plan, it is clear 
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that God wisely divided “the ages” between those intended for God to become 
human, and those intended for humanity to become divine.164 
 
Maximus is saying that through the Incarnation Christ deified his human nature. This has 
recreated the potential for humankind to “become divine,” in the sense of deification. He 
goes on to say that the age of the Incarnation is past – it is complete. However, “other 
‘ages’ – those which are to come about for the realization of the mystical and ineffable 
deification of humanity – must follow henceforth.”165 This is the current age in which 
“God will …completely fulfill the goal of his mystical work of deifying humanity in 
every respect, of course, short of an identity of essence with God.”166  
This fulfillment, like the Incarnation of Christ, requires effort on the part of 
humankind. As the human nature chose “to will” the will of divine nature in Christ, the 
human being must choose to will deification from potentiality to actuality. Maximus 
explains in Ad Thalassium 6 that “the Spirit does not give birth to an unwilling will, but 
converts the willing will toward deification.”167 Maximus is speaking here of how the 
sacrament of Baptism is a birth in which the will must participate if being “born of water 
and spirit” is to move from potentiality to actuality. It is thus clear that the deification 
Maximus speaks of is a process over time – a diachronic conversion – and not a singular 
synchronic event. It is an ongoing movement toward the unmoved that has a kind of 
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self-sustaining, natural, unrepeating characteristic to it because “it is like the eye which, 
once it has looked upon the sun, cannot mistake it for the moon or any of the other stars 
in the heavens” and “those undergoing [it] … are unable to negate what they have 
actively discerned through experience.”168 They are, rather, moved forward in the 
process of deification from possibility toward actuality.  
This is redemption or fulfillment because “Christ is the beginning, middle, and 
end (telos) of all the ages, … that end which will actually come about by grace for the 
deification of those who are worthy.”169 It is not yet upon the creation as final 
fulfillment. Maximus says “it does not seem, then, that the end of the ages has come upon 
us. … God’s resplendent plan for our transformation unto deification never ceases in its 
goodness toward us.”170 From a sacramental creation spirituality perspective, the 
important affirmation made here by Maximus is that deification pertains to the end of all 
beings: “the whole [creation] wholly interpenetrated by God, and become completely 
whatever God is, save at the level of being, and receiving to itself the whole of God 
himself.”171 This is an expression of “God-Omega” as described and desired by Teilhard 
for the era that is now upon us, in which evolution, through the reflective consciousness 
of humankind, has become aware of itself and over duration seeks its end. 
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In conclusion, Maximus describes a grand universe: filled with the immanence of 
God; metaphysically and physically an ontological unity in diversity; thoroughly 
Christological; experienced as sacrament; and directed toward a universal fulfillment in 
Christ, who is truly cosmic. But what does he say of the God capable of interpenetrating 
and sustaining such a cosmos: the transcendent God? From his Four Hundred Chapters 
on Love, “And this alone is thoroughly understandable in him, infinity; and the very fact 
of knowing nothing about him is to know beyond the mind’s power.”172 Nicholas of 
Cusa’s seminal theological work, On Learned Ignorance (1440), presents just such a 
God. 
 
Nicholas of Cusa 
Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464 CE) was a Cardinal and theologian of the Roman 
Catholic Church. He was born in Kues, Germany. He was initially known as a canon 
lawyer and was active in efforts to reconcile with the Eastern Church, including a trip to 
Constantinople as part of a papal delegation. In 1437, a profound but unspecified spiritual 
awakening aboard ship on the return from Constantinople led to the writing of his most 
well-known book, On Learned Ignorance (De Docta Ignorantia). A persistent and 
challenging focus of his spiritual life and theological outlook emerges at the very 
beginning, where Nicholas says, “It is self-evident that there is no comparative relation of 
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the infinite to the finite.”173 In Nicholas’s terminology, God is infinite and creation is 
finite. If there is no “comparative relation” between God and creation (infinite and finite), 
then what can be known and said about God? In summary, he concludes that to be 
learned about God is to have a growing awareness of ignorance of the ineffable, infinite, 
transcendent God. Yet Nicholas also views God as pervasively immanent in and 
constitutive to creation. In presenting his ontological view of creation, he uses language 
very different from Maximus. While Maximus spoke in terms of Logos and logoi. 
Nicholas speaks in terms of infinite/finite, maximum/minumim, and oneness/number. 
Nicholas, it is noted, had a broad education that included mathematics. He had a lifelong 
friendship with Paolo del Pozzo Toscanelli (1397-1482), a renowned scientist and 
mathematician of the 14th century. Nicholas himself wrote many mathematical treatises 
and thus mathematical language and analysis are pervasive in his efforts to understand 
and explain philosophy and theology. Despite this difference in language compared to 
Maximus, Nicholas describes a creation that is just as grand; he elaborates a theology that 
is also panentheistic; and, most importantly, he describes God in such a way that no 
human knowledge or discovery could ever exceed the notion of God, the very theological 
concept identified by Teilhard.   
 
The Infinite Unfolds the Finite: Panentheistic Immanence 
Nicholas’s ontological construct of creation begins with God who is Absolute 
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Maximum, or Infinity. His use of the term maximum means “that than which there cannot 
be anything greater.”174 By this he does not mean a number too large to count. There is 
no number in maximality or infinity. Where there is number, it is always possible to 
postulate another number that is slightly or greatly larger. That is the realm of finite, 
comparative analysis, which Nicholas says does not apply to the infinite. Therefore, he 
does not speak of exceedingly large number in describing the Maximum, he speaks of 
“oneness.” But oneness in this case is not to be thought of as the number “1.” In How 
Can the Infinite be the Measure of the Finite? Elizabeth Brient says “Cusanus is drawing 
here on the traditional Greek notion that one is not itself a number, but is the principle or 
ground of all number. He follows the Neoplatonic view that oneness or unity is the 
inexhaustible source of all number.”175 Nicholas attributes to oneness the power to create 
not just number but being itself, or creation. In On the Beginning (1459) Nicholas writes 
that “unless this Oneness (which is called by Plato the Absolute One) were present to the 
possibility-of-being, the possibility-of-being, or matter, would not be.”176 Without 
Oneness, there is no “being.” And so Nicholas teaches that “the Maximum is the 
Absolute One which is all things. And because it is absolute, it is, actually, every possible 
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being.”177 The logic he is applying is that something would not be “absolute” if 
something else existed independent and outside of it. Absolute Maximality or the 
Absolute One or Absolute Being or Infinty, then, is the potential for and source of 
creation. 
Enfolding and unfolding are important terms in Nicholas’s ontology. Enfolded is 
the manner in which all things are in the Absolute One, or God. As enfolded in God, “all 
things” are not plural, but one – the Oneness of God. Nicholas says “all things are 
incompositely enfolded in the simplicity of Oneness, where there is neither anything 
which is other nor anything which is different, where a man does not differ from a lion, 
and the sky does not differ from the earth. Nevertheless, in the Maximum they are most 
truly the Maximum, [though] not in accordance with their finitude; rather, [they are] 
Maximum Oneness in an enfolded way.”178 The finitude and plurality of things unfolds 
from Oneness, as Nicholas explains: “God is the enfolding of all things in that all things 
are in Him; and He is the unfolding of all things in that He is in all things.”179 Number – 
the finitude and plurality of creation - unfolds from Oneness, and Oneness maintains its 
constitutive presence in all things.  
Because God is Oneness or infinite unit(y), plurality - or number - is potent in 
God, but unfolds from God through “contraction” as the universe. Nicholas says that “as 
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Absolute Maximality is Absolute Being, … so from Absolute Being there exists a 
universal oneness of being which is spoken of as “a maximum deriving from the 
Absolute [Maximum]”—existing from it contractedly and as a universe.”180 Contraction 
is another important term in Nicholas’s ontology. He says “contraction means contraction 
to [i.e., restriction by] something, so as to be this or that.”181 It is a term of delimitation. 
Jaspar Hopkins says that “by ‘contracted,’ Nicholas means restricted, differentiated, or 
delimited, so as to be this thing and not that thing.”182 Since Absolute Being is Infinity 
and cannot be delimited – which would be to divide it into distinct, countable things – the 
universe is contracted from the Absolute One as a “contracted maximum,” maximum in 
that it is one universe. However, Nicholas says “this maximum’s oneness is contracted in 
plurality, and it cannot exist without plurality. Indeed, in its universal oneness this 
maximum encompasses all things, so that all the things … are in this maximum and this 
maximum is in all [these] things. Nevertheless, it does not exist independently of the 
plurality in which it is present.”183 Only a contracted oneness – the universe - manifests 
or unfolds plurality and it is both one and plural at the same time. Nicholas says, “And, 
indeed, this [is what it] is for oneness to unfold all things: viz., for it to be present in the 
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plurality.”184 Plurality – everything that has being – makes up one universe. Plurality is 
“unfolded” from oneness in a way that the oneness remains present in each being and it 
remains all being. So oneness and plurality coincide. 
The universal (not Absolute) oneness – this contracted maximum - unfolds and is 
the creation. It is an ontological structure in that the universe is both metaphysical and 
physical. Nicholas says that “the possibility-to-be is determined toward actually being 
this or that… by means of the union of the determining form and the determinable 
matter” and, therefore, “the oneness of the universe is three, …which can be called 
possibility, actuality, and union.”185 Creation is the physical matter of the universe 
actualized to its possibility by union with the determining form contracted from Absolute 
Being. As with Maximus, this structure is a synthesis, which is a unity of polar parts that 
do not exist other than in unity. The oneness and plurality of the universe; the possibility 
of something and the actualization of something: there is no temporal separation of the 
parts of these pairings, even though it sounds as if one part precedes the other in time, 
such as the oneness of the universe coming before the plurality of the universe. In fact 
Nicholas says this is not so because “all the beings which are parts of the universe … 
sprang into existence together with the universe,” as a “coincidence of opposites,” a term 
that will be taken up later.186  
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There are other parallels between Nicholas and Maximus. It is clear that Nicholas 
was aware of Maximus through secondary sources that Nicholas is known to have 
possessed which referred to Maximus. Furthermore, it is documented that he mentioned 
Maximus at least once in his writings, although it cannot be said that Nicholas responded 
to or was aware of the ontological construct found in Maximus. Nevertheless, as with 
Maximus, Nicholas speaks of the Logos or Word and its part and presence in creation. It 
is the second person of the Trinity and he identifies it with all the descriptions he uses for 
God as Absolute. “God, is the Word,” he says, and “the divine Word and Son … is called 
“Logos” or “Essence,” since it is the Essence of all things.”187 He further says that “since 
the Word, which is the Essence … and Idea and Absolute Necessity of things, 
necessitates and restricts the possibility through such a cause of contracting, some 
[thinkers] called that which causes contracting ‘form.’”188 Logos, as Absolute, contracts 
to form, Nicholas saying it “descends from Absolute Necessity, so that it is a contracted 
necessity and contracted form, as it were, in which all forms truly exist.”189 Contracted 
Word is the contracted oneness of the universe identified with plurality (“in which all 
forms truly exist”). Identified as “necessity,” forms are united (synthesis union) with 
possibility or matter to actualize created things. The Word, by contraction and in 
coincidence with determinable matter, is in all and is all, giving being to all things. 
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Using different language Nicholas offers an explication of the Logos/logoi 
construct of Maximus’s ontology, not because he specifically intended to do so, but 
because in the outcome he arrives at the same understanding of God’s creation-wide 
immanence: “It is evident that God is in all things in such way that all things are in 
Him.”190 Furthermore, there is a parallel between the Christologies of Nicholas and 
Maximus so striking that Jaroslav Pelikan identifies Nicholas as Maximus’s “spiritual 
descendent”191 and in Maximus’s interpretation of the Christological synthesis von 
Balthasar “cannot help seeing… an anticipation of the christological conclusion of 
Nicholas of Cusa’s Docta Ignorantia.”192  
As explained earlier, Maximus concludes that Christ is cosmic – the perfect 
microcosm of the universe - and fulfills the universe. Nicholas comes to the same 
conclusion, using both different and similar language, saying “human nature … encloses 
all things within itself, so that the ancients were right in calling it a microcosm, or a small 
world. Hence, human nature is that [nature] which, if it were elevated unto a union with 
Maximality, would be the fullness of all the perfections of each and every thing.”193 
Human nature elevated to a union with Maximality would be the fullness of everything 
and all creation. As with Maximus, this is precisely what Christ is for Nicholas. Having 
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spoken of the Absolute Maximum and contracted maximum, he speaks of “a maximum 
of a third sort … in which the universe actually exists most greatly and most perfectly as 
in its goal… united with the Absolute [Maximum]… [T]his maximum, which is both 
contracted and absolute … we name Jesus, blessed forever.”194 For Nicholas, Christ is 
the maximum human being who, as microcosm, perfectly enfolds the universe because he 
is, at the same time, Absolute Maximum. This relationship between human and divine in 
Christ, which Maximus calls synthesis, Nicholas calls “coincidence,” noting that in Christ 
“human things coincide with the divine things.”195  
As used by Nicholas, the term coincidence usually means “coincidence of 
opposites.” It is not a term first used by him, but he claims to have come to it 
independently. At the very end of On Learned Ignorance he says that “while I was at sea 
en route back from Greece, I was led (by, as I believe, a heavenly gift from the Father of 
lights…) to embrace… in learned ignorance …incomprehensible things 
incomprehensibly. … [T]he whole effort of our human intelligence ought to center on 
those lofty [matters], so that the intellect may raise itself to that Simplicity where 
contradictories coincide.”196 Where contradictories coincide - the coincidence of 
opposites - is foundational for Nicholas. This is well attested to by others. H. Lawrence 
Bond says “the impelling vision of On Learned Ignorance is the coincidence of 
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opposites.”197 Hudson says “the coincidence of opposites is integral to the notion of 
learned ignorance.”198 The coincidence of opposites is an overarching view or vision for 
Nicholas and requires some initial definition before explaining its use and value. 
In Latin, a language in which Nicholas wrote, the coincidence of opposites is 
coincidentia oppositorum. Bond says coincidentia “stems from the Latin infinitive 
coincidere, that is, co (together) + incidere (to fall upon or into or to occur).”199 
Coincidentia translates as coincidence, as in “to coincide.” Hopkins points out, though, 
that Nicholas “does not routinely… use ‘coincidentia’ in a way that makes it 
interchangeable with ‘identitas.’”200 This means that Nicholas does not usually equate 
coincidence with identity; that is, things stand together in their distinction as opposed to 
becoming one and the same. Things coincide as oppositus. Oppositus translates as 
opposite, but opposite is interpreted broadly and circumstantially. Hopkins notes that “the 
meaning of the word ‘opposites’ includes not only contradictories but also contraries.”201 
Contradictories are more exclusively opposite than contraries. For example, Nicholas 
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says “the world precedes contracted opposites—i.e., contraries.”202 But these contraries 
that are the contracted beings of the universe are not mutually exclusive or incapable of 
relating to each other, they coincide as distinct and plural. Contradictories, on the other 
hand, are opposite in a way suggesting greater difficulty in perceiving coincidence, 
Nicholas noting that “contradictories… are infinitely distant.”203 In summary, Bond 
defines the coincidence of opposites as “a certain kind of unity perceived as coincidence, 
a unity of contrarieties overcoming opposition by convergence without destroying or 
merely blending the constituent elements.”204 This is another way of saying synthesis or 
unity in diversity. The coincidence of opposites is the language of ontological synthesis, 
and it is not surprising given the similarities between the Christologies of Maximus and 
Nicholas and the role Christ plays as microcosm of all things.  
As ontology, the coincidence of opposites comes through in several ways. First of 
all, there is a universal coincidence of opposites in the unity of oneness and plurality of 
the universe. As presented earlier, the universe is essence of essences or form of forms. 
The point is that these pairings exist in coincidence. And as if in a cascading motion, 
subsequent pairings unfold through contraction. One “opposite” in every pairing is the 
Absolute One, contracted through universal oneness and ultimately to actual beings. As 
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Nicholas says, “God, who is one, is in the one universe. But the universe is contractedly 
in all things,” and so “God, who is most simple Oneness and exists in the one universe, is 
in all things.”205  
With God or Absolute One or Logos as a contracted presence in the synthesis 
being of all things, the other pairing in each thing is, of course, the individual that is 
actualized by the contracted presence of Absolute One. Nicholas says “since the universe 
is contracted, it is not found except as unfolded in genera; and genera are found only in 
species. But individuals exist actually; in them all things exist contractedly.”206 The “all 
things” he is referring to is the sequence of contractions from the Absolute One that 
actualize the individual tangible things of creation. For example, in On the Genesis of All 
Things, Nicholas notes that “when we envision all lions (that now exist and that have 
existed) to be acting as lions do, we conceive of a sphere or a realm or a heaven that 
continuously encompasses the power of this species and that makes it a different species, 
and distinguishes it, from the others. And [in our concept] we ascribe an administering 
spirit … the administering spirit is God the Creator’s minister and is an overseer in the 
kingdom of this motion, taking charge of such a domain of delegates.”207 The domain of 
delegates – the lions – is distinguished by its individual lions that act as lions do, all 
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according to a spirit administering the power of species as defined in an intangible realm.  
What each and every thing is as an individual is paired with its particular 
contracted presence of God (as logos or administering spirit or form, etc). Each created 
thing is a coincidence of opposites, understood in this case as contrarieties. The pairings 
are not mutually exclusive, they are mutually constitutive: the oneness does not exist 
without the plurality of things in which it participates; the plurality of things does not 
exist without the oneness. Nicholas is emphatic about this point. He says “a man is a 
union of a body and a soul-the separation of which is death.”208 If the coincidence is 
dissolved, so too is the human being. As a microcosm, what applies to the human being 
applies to all. Nicholas says, “take away God from the creation and nothing remains. 
Take away substance from a composite and no accident remains; and so, nothing 
remains.”209 Coincidence of opposites is Nicholas’s ontological structure of creation and 
all its creatures. It is synthesis understood as unity in diversity in the manner of an 
orthodox interpretation of the Christology of Chalcedon. The coincidence of opposites 
places the Creator God in creation as constitutive to creation, or, “that God may be all in 
all” (1 Corinthians 15:28, NRSV), the very affirmation sought by Teilhard. 
In conclusion, Nicholas shares Maximus’s view of a grand creation: filled with 
God; metaphysically and physically an ontological unity in diversity; and thoroughly 
Christological. This is the beginning of his panentheism. Turning now to the other side of 
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the panentheistic coin: divine transcendence. 
   
God’s Transcendence: from Coincidence of Opposites to 
Learned Ignorance  
The coincidence of opposites has implications for spirituality – seeking out or 
unexpectedly encountering the presence and experience of God – and what it teaches 
about God: theology. Nicholas says God is “the Beginning, the Middle, and the End of all 
things, the Center and the Circumference of all things—so that He alone is sought in all 
things.”210 One reads this in On Seeking God (1445) where, after asking “how is it that 
God can be sought in order to be found?” Nicholas says “unless this world were useful to 
the seeker, man would be sent in vain to the world for the purpose of seeking God. 
Hence, it must be the case (1) that this world offers assistance to the seeker and (2) that 
the seeker knows that neither in this world nor in anything which man conceives is there 
any likeness to God.”211 In this statement Nicholas affirms the spiritual value – 
sacramental value - of creation and hints at where it leads theologically: learned 
ignorance, because God is ultimately Infinity in Godself and, therefore, not measurable, 
definable, or namable by any finite standard or notion.  
This kind of reflection or contemplation is pervasive in Nicholas’s spiritual 
writings and coincidence is foundational to them all. He cycles dialectically between 
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individual and form, finite and infinite, contracted and Absolute, or effect and Cause. He 
says, “From creatures I go in unto You, who are Creator - go in from the effects unto the 
Cause. I go out from You, who are Creator - go out from the Cause unto the effects. I 
both go in and go out when I see that going out is going in and that, likewise, going in is 
going out.”212 He is describing one spirituality that is the coincidence of Creator and 
creation, and this clearly coincides with his ontology of coincidence of opposites. Each 
single spiritual experience further underscores a universal sacramentalism because, as 
Nicholas says, the Creator, as if a Painter, “makes many figures, because the likeness of 
His infinite power can be unfolded in the most perfect way only in many figures.”213 
This leads to another characteristic of Nicholas’s spirituality, which is that no individual 
figure or name or being, and not even all figures and names and beings, can adequately 
befigure or name or be God. 
Therefore, spirituality in Nicholas is understandable as a dialectic of cataphatic 
and apophatic experience, or the naming and un-naming of God. In On Learned 
Ignorance, Nicholas notes approvingly that “the pagans named God in various ways in 
accordance with His relationship to created things.” For example, he says they “called 
Him Nature, since through the two sexes He conserves the species of things.”214 And he 
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says that “all these names are unfoldings of the enfolding of the one ineffable name.”215 
Nicholas is not disapproving of making the connection between God and creatures. It is a 
question of where it leads and he says many were “deceived; for they construed the 
unfolded things not as images but as the reality itself.”216 Nicholas is simply saying that 
it did not go far enough because this spiritual seeking ended with the images of God and 
did not lead to the oneness of the Absolute One. To that end, he describes a spirituality in 
which God is named as many ways as possible in connection with tangible, perceptible, 
and finite things. He says “the unfolded [names] could be many without being so many 
and so great that there could not be more of them. Each of them is related to the proper 
and ineffable name …as what is finite is related to what is infinite.”217 But to move in 
the direction of the ineffable and infinite requires the negation of all names and manner 
of descriptions of God. Therefore, Nicholas concludes that “sacred ignorance has taught 
us that God is ineffable. He is so because He is infinitely greater than all namable things. 
And by virtue of the fact that [this] is most true, we speak of God more truly through 
removal and negation—as [teaches] the greatest Dionysius, who did not believe that God 
is either Truth or Understanding or Light or anything which can be spoken of.”218 
Nicholas is describing the spiritual practice of affirmation and denial as long taught in 
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mystical theology, evidenced by his reference to Pseudo-Dionysious, the anonymous 
author of The Mystical Theology in the 5th or 6th century CE. In The Mystical Theology 
Dionysius says, “What has actually to be said about the Cause of everything is this. Since 
it is the Cause of all beings, we should posit and ascribe to it all affirmations we make in 
regard to beings, and, more appropriately, we should negate all these affirmations, since 
it surpasses all being.”219 This is the dialectic of a cataphatic/apophatic spirituality rooted 
in a coincidence of opposites.  
There is an important caveat concerning this spirituality of coincidence, however, 
because Dionysius also says the Cause of being “is beyond assertion and denial. We 
make assertions and denials of what is next to it, but never of it, for it is both beyond 
every assertion…free of every limitation, beyond every limitation; it is also beyond every 
denial.”220 Nicholas adopts this point of view himself and places God ultimately beyond 
the whole structure of coincidence of opposites. Nicholas talks of a “wall of the 
coincidence of opposites” that surrounds Paradise.221 This wall is the limit of 
coincidence because God dwells in Paradise beyond the wall of the coincidence of 
opposites. He says the “wall is both everything and nothing. For You, who seem as if 
You were both all things and nothing of all things, dwell on the inner side of that high 
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wall, which no intelligence can scale by its own power.”222 Having developed both an 
ontology and spirituality of the coincidence of opposites, Nicholas is saying that God is 
ultimately beyond the whole structure of coincidence of opposites. God is not even 
remotely close to being any of the names attributed to God, the mistake made by “the 
pagans,” according to Nicholas. Furthermore, the practice of endlessly naming God does 
not lead to a practice of un-naming God that is better. In an ontological coincidence of 
opposites, naming and un-naming God is one spirituality and the separation of the two is 
“death” to the spirituality which must remain coincident because God is not merely on 
one side of the dialectic, God is on both sides as the creator of the dialectic itself. God in 
Godself transcends the dialectic that God created and God cannot be known absolutely by 
any name or rationale or its negation. For Nicholas, this is not a disappointment or the 
fruitless end to a journey. It is the theological discovery, rooted in the spiritual experience 
of coincidence of opposites, that knowledge of God is “learned ignorance.” 
Everything that is said and un-said about God in and through creation, growing 
richer as it goes, further reveals the creative glory of God while leaving the seeker in 
deeper awe, wonder, and acknowledged ignorance about God in Godself. The seeker 
arrives at the wall of coincidence, as it were, and peers over into what cannot be known. 
Nicholas says “that learned ignorance has its basis in the fact that the precise truth is 
inapprehensible.”223 This is so because even though all things are in God and God is in 
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all things, no contraction of the Absolute can reveal to another contracted thing the 
Absolute in its own Absolute sense. Nicholas says “the quiddity of things, which is the 
truth of beings, is unattainable in its purity; though it is sought by all philosophers, it is 
found by no one as it is. And the more deeply we are instructed in this ignorance, the 
closer we approach to truth.”224 Nicholas is describing a paradoxical – or coincident – 
experience. The more a seeker (or philosopher) looks for the truth of God in or behind 
beings the more the seeker knows there is no absolute knowing the Absolute and thus the 
more learned the seeker is about God. This is learned ignorance: that God, while namable 
and knowable to finite degrees through experienced things, is ineffable and infinite and 
there is no finite measure of the Infinite One. This is the transcendent aspect of 
Nicholas’s panentheism. 
 
A Spiritual and Theological Conclusion: Infinite 
Robustness 
For Nicholas, theology is inadequate if the God it describes does not enfold and 
infinitely exceed whatever human beings know or come to know about the creation, 
especially as it influences beliefs about God. The ability of his theology to absorb new 
discoveries about the creation was not tested by any particular discovery during his 
lifetime. Rather, this ability is shown by subjecting his theology to the test of discoveries 
that came later. For example, some modern Cusan scholars argue that via his metaphysics 
and learned ignorance Nicholas offered a theological (as opposed to scientific) 
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foreshadowing of Copernicus and Einstein. In the 16th century, Copernicus, along with 
Kepler and Gailileo, through observation and scientific research, debunked the idea of an 
earth-centered universe with perfectly ordered motions of nearby celestial spheres above 
it. In the 20th century, Einstein built modern physics around his theory of relativity. While 
offering no scientific support for these changes, Nicholas had already constructed a 
theological view that could support such changes without placing religion in conflict with 
science. In On Learned Ignorance Nicholas says: 
it has … become evident to us that the earth is indeed moved, even though we do 
not perceive this to be the case. For we apprehend motion only through a certain 
comparison with something fixed. … And because of the fact that it would always 
seem to each person (whether he were on the earth, the sun, or another star) that 
he was at the “immovable” center… it would always be the case that if he were on 
the sun, he would fix a set of poles in relation to himself; if on the earth, another 
set; on the moon, another; on Mars, another; and so on. Hence, the world-machine 
will have its center everywhere and its circumference nowhere, so to speak; for 
God, who is everywhere and nowhere, is its circumference and center.225 
 
Nicholas is saying that Infinity (the Absolute One) is the only true measure of things and 
the only “immovable center” of things. Therefore, all finite measures and statements on 
things are relative and cannot be absolutely predicated upon the Absolute. As stated by 
Regine Kather in The Earth is a Noble Star, “Cusanus initiated a decisive transformation 
in the idea of the universe.”226 But, he did not do it on the basis of science or physics. In 
Mathematics and Astronomy, Tamara Albertini concludes that Nicholas initiated this 
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transformation “on the sole grounds of sound metaphysical reasoning.”227  
From Teilhard's perspective and that of sacramental creation spirituality, an 
important question is whether Nicholas can lend theological and ontological support to 
evolution. In Cusanus als Wegbereiter der Neuzeitlichen Naturwissenschaft? (Cusanus as 
a Pioneer of Modern Science?)228 Stefan Schneider says that “in Nicholas’s late work De 
ludo globi statements are found that come close to the theory of the biological 
development of species: ‘Everything is in movement, namely, while it develops itself.’ ... 
For Cusanus, the hierarchical arrangement of the cosmos of the Middle Ages turns into a 
living unity. It becomes a single world nature. Within this living unity the gradation of 
beings in the universe forms one complete continuity.”229 Supportive of Schneider's 
conclusion is the Cusan concept of the enfolding-unfolding characteristic of creation. 
Nothing exists unto itself and independent of other things. What exists was unfolded from 
higher up the “gradation” where it was enfolded, not in the way it exists, but in a simpler 
way as permission or possibility or potential. This observation, however, does not 
automatically imply evolution, which, as presented earlier, is diachronic in nature. 
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Nicholas could be identifying nothing more than an ontological and ecological continuity 
among the beings of a synchronic creation.  
Nevertheless, the question is not really whether Nicholas taught evolution. He did 
not. The question is whether he offers a theological-ontological construct that could adapt 
to and assimilate an evolutionary perspective, as some have argued that it proved flexible 
enough to assimilate a non-geocentric perspective and a theory of relativity, when those 
views finally arose. In Nikolaus von Kues und der Evoutionsgedanke (Nicholas of Cusa 
and the Concept of Evolution)230 Rudolf Haubst examines the possibility of Nicholas's 
theological-ontological construct as an answer to Teilhard's appeal for a new, evolutional 
metaphysics. Haubst encourages “a comparison with Teilhard de Chardin,” saying “there 
is today a burning desire for a bold new synthesis of the scientific theory of evolution and 
Christian belief, a radical evolutionary worldview ... looking to sketch a kind of 
biography of the entire world development. What de Chardin often lacks, is the basis for 
a corresponding metaphysics, which examines the possibilities and lights up what he 
extrapolated from his visionary research.”231 Haubst here simply reaffirms Teilhard's 
desire for a synthesis of faith in the world and faith in God, in which God is capable of 
enfolding and unfolding the universe through cosmogenesis and evolution. With respect 
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auch schon eine Art Biographie der gesamten Weltentwicklung zu skizzieren sucht. Was de Chardin dabei 
oftmals im Stich läßt, is der Unterbau einer entsprechenden Metaphysik, welche die Möglichkeiten dessen 
überprüft und erhellt, was er über das empirisch Erforschbare hinaus visionär extrapoliert." 
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to Nicholas, this requires a valid interpretation of his theological-ontological construct as 
a diachronic and not only a synchronic unfolding of creation. Haubst says: 
If we compare Nicholas to the contemporary images presented by Theilhard de 
Chardin about the evolution of life from matter and the birth of biological 
consciousness, we bump into surprising agreements. Cusanus stressed, in a 
similar way, the fundamental unity of the world and how it seemed to him that all 
variety and discontinuity of appearances in the cosmos passes by natural steps 
through a natural historic process, beginning with the lowest step, the primordial 
matter, and passing upward through the organic construction of life to people as a 
body-spirit nature. Nicholas as well already extended consciousness, which 
appears “completely obviously only in the people,” to vegetable life, although 
darkly and vaguely. Nicholas has apparently, therefore, already established such a 
thing as a “phyletic principle,” which reckons that nothing appears in the cosmos 
that is not put there from the start.232 
 
Nicholas, as already noted, would say that God “put there from the start” all that comes to 
be, and Nicholas simply based the sequence of the unfolding steps on the biblical creation 
story: by the creative spirit of God everything unfolds over time from chaos unto ordered 
creation. Teilhard, on the basis of cosmogeneis and evolution, also concluded that 
everything that “comes to be” is there in the cosmos from the start. And, as already noted, 
the development of creation leads progressively toward human consciousness and “the 
phenomenon of man” as the species that points creation to its final spiritualization at 
Christ-Omega. Haubst makes the complementary observation of Nicholas's “theological 
                                                
232 Ibid., 486. "Vergleichen wir das mit den Vorstellungen unseres Zeitgenossen Theilhard de 
Chardin über die Evolution des Lebens aus der Materie und die Geburt des Bewußtseins aus dem Bios, so 
stoßen wir auf überraschende übereinstimmungen. Cusanus betont ja schon in ähnlicher Weise die 
Grundeinheit der Welt und den, wie es scheint, alle Vielfalt und Diskontinuität der Erscheinungen und 
Wesensstufen im Kosmos durchziehenden, naturgeschichtlichen Prozeß, der von der untersten Stufe, der 
Urmaterie, über den organischen Aufbau des Lebens bis zum Menschen als Leib-Geistwesen aufwärtsführt. 
Dabei dehnt auch Nikolaus schon das Bewußtsein, das „völlig evident nur im Menschen erscheint", dunkel 
und diffus bis auf die pflanzlichen Lebensstufen aus. Er schon hat mithin anscheinend auch so etwas wie 
ein „pyletisches Prinzip" mit in Rechnung gesetzt, nach dem nichts im Kosmos erscheint, was nicht von 
vornherein in ihm angelegt ist." 
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principal, that even the human, as the highest stage of life in the universe, is able to 
complete itself only in God ... Therefore, as with Teilhard de Chardin, there is already 
according to Cusanus, Christ “the Omega” in which lies the Telos of all life and 
noogenesis.”233 
Nicholas's ontology of contraction from the Absolute One and subsequent 
unfolding offers metaphysical support for Teilhard's theological-ontological desires so 
long as it can sustain an evolutional perspective. Haubst’s suggestion of a “phyletic 
principle” in Nicholas’s creation view would do this, supporting Teilhard’s view of the 
“fibrous” nature of species; namely, that all species have a long diachronic history of 
development such that no synchronic view (a snapshot view) of creation can adequately 
explain the relationships among species without adding to each species the diachronic, 
deveolpmental aspect of “duration,” as Teilhard called it. This is cosmogenesis and 
Haubst says that “as a theologian Nicholas has such a cosmogenesis,”234   
Again, though, Nicholas did not teach or know about evolution. In the end, 
Haubst only concludes that “not the thesis, but the latent hypothesis of a successive 
evolution is ... one of Nicholas’s fertile central themes.”235 It is a latent hypothesis, not a 
                                                
233 Ibid., 492. "Im III. Buch De docta ignorantia legt Nikolaus ganz besonderes Gewicht darauf, 
dieses Prinzip theologisch dahin weiterzudenken, daß sich auch das Menschliche, als die höchste 
Lebensstufe im Universum, seinerseits nur in Gott zu vollenden vermag, dadurch nämlich, daß das 
Humanum, von einer göttlichen Person aufgenommen, in der Wahrheit und im ewigen Leben Gottes selbst 
gnadenhaft Wurzel fassen kann. Wie nach Teilhard de Chardin ist mithin auch bereits nach Cusanus 
Christus „das Omega", in dem das Telos aller Bio- und Noogenese liegt." 
  
234 Ibid., 494. "Als Theologe hat Nikolaus eine solche Kosmogenese."  
 
235 Ibid. "Nicht die These, aber die latente Hypothese einer sukzessiven Evolution eine seiner 
fruchtbaren Leitideen nennen darf." 
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specific teaching in Nicholas. What Haubst demonstrates is an inherent inclusivity and 
adaptability of Cusan theology and ontology that, in hindsight, has shown itself 
remarkably complementary to emerging scientific insights, from Galileo to Darwin to 
Einstein to Teilhard. 
In the modern-day relationship between religion and science, Nicholas provides a 
theological voice in dialogue and even integration with science, two of the promising 
typologies mentioned earlier that Ian Barbour says characterize that relationship. This is 
precisely what was sought by Teilhard in his search for theology capable of embracing 
cosmogenesis and evolution. 
In conclusion, Nicholas’s coincidence of opposites, viewed ontologically, lived 
spiritually, and expressed theologically is infinitely robust. The spirituality it promotes is 
open to the immanence of God in each and every thing, and seeks an infinite 
transcendence of God that is perceived through and beyond things in an ever-growing 
learned ignorance. It defines a theology of an infinitely robust God, in which there is not 
nor can there ever be any finite discovery – however seemingly gargantuan and 
theologically threatening – that is not already enfolded in God.  
 
Conclusion 
This chapter has shown that the ontology, spirituality, and theology of Maximus 
and Nicholas provide key theological underpinnings that Teilhard said are necessary in 
this age of a new creation story. First, both Maximus and Nicholas describe a 
panentheism that is the Cosmic Christ in all things and a God who transcends the cosmos. 
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The Cosmic Christ is Logos, existing contractedly as all things or as the logoi of all 
things, given creative expression through syntheses with matter. These syntheses are 
contractions or microcosms of Christ as understood through Chalcedon, a unity in 
diversity. This is an interpretation of the writings of John and Paul that support Teilhard’s 
view of the universally incarnate Christ.  
Second, Maximus clearly articulates a spiritual consummation of creation fully 
centered on Christ as the fulfilling return of all things to God “in the end.” This 
consummation is the ultimate unity of the diverse elements of creation in spiritualized 
form, and supports Teilhard’s Omega as Christ-Omega in which all things achieve both 
the fullest sense of identity and unity as a spiritual community that survives eternally 
beyond the exhaustion of material creation.  
Last, the creation is still “becoming” in Christ and the “duration” of creation is 
already a staggering dimension of space and time compared to assumptions made in some 
doctrines and theologies that are still in play. Any theology that merely renders God 
bigger than what is known, still renders God as a finite number, in effect. Nicholas 
recognized this fallacy and thus called God infinity, that which is the source of number 
but not number itself; the source of Creation but not creation itself; the source of 
knowledge but not knowable in itself. Expressed by Nicholas as learned ignorance, this is 
the God that cannot be transcended by any discovery or thought imaginable. The infinite 
God is infinitely robust, easily integrating current and future scientific discoveries about 
creation, as required by Teilhard; God is the metaphysic of all physics.  
This integration of the teachings of Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard offers a 
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mature and modern-day foundation for sacramental creation spirituality. The dissertation 
concludes with Chapter 5, which will demonstrate how sacramental creation spirituality 
affirms the consecration of a sacramental universe, and Chapter 6, which will 
demonstrate how sacramental creation spirituality sacramentalizes ecological ethics. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
THE ONTOLOGICAL CONSECRATION AND 
SPIRITUAL TRANSFIGURATION OF NATURE IN 
SACRAMENTAL CREATION SPIRITUALITY 
 
 
Introduction 
The teachings of Maximus readily shape a sacramental view of creation based on 
the universal, ontological, and “real” presence of the Logos of God. Teilhard attests to an 
experience of natural sacrament based on his perception of an increasingly transfigured 
creation; that is, the radiance or glory of God is ever more perceptible both as a timely 
conscious insight to Creation and as an emergent aspect of cosmogenesis moving toward 
Christ-Omega. That a God exists who can incarnate, transfigure, and contain the entire 
cosmos is a theological insight of Nicholas’s doctrine of learned ignorance. There is, in 
effect, a consecration of creation that is ontological, and it is experienced as a 
transfiguration of creation that universally and diachronically fulfills the future-oriented 
redemption of the Eucharist.  
The presentation of this sacramental aspect of sacramental creation spirituality 
will proceed with a review of perspectives on the “presence” of Christ in the Eucharist, 
and a comparison of that presence to divine presence in creation as it exists. The 
definition and role of “consecration” in the eucharistic liturgy will be presented and 
extended through the elements to the creation. The notion of “transfiguration” will be 
developed as a diachronic recognition and an experience of an ever-more consecrated 
creation. Christ-Omega will be presented as the fulfillment of the eucharistic intent to 
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signify “what the world is to become: an offering and hymn of praise to the Creator, a 
universal communion in the body of Christ, a kingdom of justice, love and peace in the 
Holy Spirit.”1 It will be demonstrated how all this supports key characteristics of 
sacramental creation spirituality, especially panentheism, ontology, the Via Positiva of 
spirituality, and holistic redemption or fulfillment. Finally, Teilhard’s Mass on the World 
will be shown to convey the “sacrament” of sacramental creation spirituality and to 
liturgically complement the Canticle of Creatures by Francis of Assisi.  
 
Panentheism and The Eucharistic Presence 
It is a clearly established fact that explanations for the way Christ is present in the 
Eucharist have developed and been hotly debated over the history of the Christian 
Church. This remains the case today, with explanations ranging from there is no special 
presence of Christ in the Eucharist to the risen Christ being fully and actually in the bread 
and wine, which only appear as bread and wine but are in fact the body and blood of 
Christ. This latter explanation is known as transubstantiation; the former explanation 
usually accompanies an understanding of the Eucharist as a memorial meal that does not 
bring about any mystical or ontological presence of Christ. In between are explanations 
such as the simple affirmation of a mysterious but inexplicable presence, the ubiquitous 
presence of Christ everywhere including the bread and wine, and consubstantiation, 
which is similar to transubstantiation except that it stops short of saying the bread and 
wine are completely and only the body and blood of Christ. The body and blood of Christ 
                                                
1 World Council of Churches, Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (Geneva: WCC, 1982), 11. 
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are present but so are the bread and wine as bread and wine.  
Sacramental creation spirituality, understood in the context of Teilhard, Maximus, 
and Nicholas, lends itself most fully to the more rigorous explanations for the real 
presence of Christ in the Eucharist, from ubiquity to transubstantiation. In a word, this is 
so because of the theology of panentheism. Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard all speak 
explicitly of the universal presence of Christ in all things, as logoi or contraction or fire. 
Philosophically they draw from what is traditionally called Neo-Platonism, but 
Christianized in a manner consistent with the non-dual understanding of being as a 
synthesis (unity in diversity) based on the Chalcedon formula of Christ, as described in 
Chapter 4. From this perspective the Eucharist begins with an already established 
ontological presence of Christ.  
For some today, this affirmation of the presence of the divine in nature, rooted as 
it is in classical philosophy, is felt to detract from efforts to understand the meaning of 
the Eucharist in the Church. They object to classical ontology as out of date and too 
difficult to understand in today’s context. However, being, as an ontological synthesis, 
affirms this inner “substance” or “essence” that Maximus and Nicholas identify as logos 
or contraction, which manifests itself as a particular being with its particular “accidents” 
or characteristics. In Eucharist: Christ’s Feast With the Church, Laurence Hull Stookey 
says that most people “no longer are able to accept such assumptions, or even to 
understand them in full form.”2 Speaking of the “terms” characteristic of ontology and 
                                                
2 Laurence Hull Stookey, Eucharist: Christ’s Feast With the Church (Nashville: Abingdon, 
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metaphysics, such as “presence” and “essence” and “substance” and “accidents,” Joseph 
Mudd says that “when a ‘commonsense eclectic’ uses these terms they become 
caricatures of the language of metaphysics.”3 He is saying that these terms are very 
technical terms in a philosophical context but have common use meanings only remotely 
related to philosophy. Therefore, in The Reenchantment of Nature, Alister McGrath 
speaks of some modern theologians, such as Edward Schillebeeckx, being “ill at ease 
with the traditional language of transubstantion,” meaning the whole notion of “physical 
change of substance of the bread and wine.”4 Drawing on the explanation of communion 
presented by the 16th century reformer Huldrych Zwingli, McGrath offers 
“transignification” as the way to “reenchant” nature. Transignification postulates no 
actual change in the bread and wine – no special presence of Christ – but simply a change 
in its meaning. Bread and wine are bread and wine when used at dinner. However, 
McGrath says “when bread and wine are placed at the center of a worshipping 
community, and when the story of the last night of the life of Christ is retold, they 
become powerful reminders of the foundation events of the Christian faith. It is their 
context that gives them this meaning; they remain unchanged in themselves.”5 While 
perhaps avoiding the need to discuss the Eucharist in old philosophical terms, this view 
                                                                                                                                            
1993), 48. 
 
3 Joseph C. Mudd, Eucharist as Meaning: Critical Metaphysics and Contemporary Sacramental 
Theology (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2014), 120. 
 
4 Alister McGrath, The Reenchantment of Nature: The Denial of Religion and the Ecological 
Crisis (NY: Doubleday, 2002), 145-146. 
 
5 Ibid., 145. 
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lacks the ontological insight and depth of sacramental creation spirituality.  
As noted in Chapter 1, Alexander Schmemann attributes the eucharistic or 
sacramental quality of “the world” to a “real presence” of God in creation.6 Schmemann 
calls “St. Maximus the Confessor, the sacramental theologian par excellence of the 
patristic age.”7 In Ambiguum 7, Maximus explicitly describes a perceivable divine 
immanence in creation, an understanding that leads to awareness that creation is 
sacramental: 
If by reason and wisdom a person has come to understand that what exists was 
brought out of non-being into being by God, if he intelligently directs the soul’s 
imagination to the infinite differences and variety of things as they exist by nature 
and turns his questing eye with understanding towards the intelligible model 
(Logos) according to which things have been made, would he not know that the 
one Logos is many logoi? This is evident in the incomparable differences among 
created things. For each is unmistakably unique in itself and its identity remains 
distinct in relation to other things. He will also know that the many logoi are the 
one Logos to whom all things are related and who exists in himself without 
confusion, the essential and individually distinctive God, the Logos of God the 
Father.8  
 
The sacrament described in this passage is the “reason and wisdom” of observing the 
variety of things in creation and perceiving the inherent logoi of created things as the 
transcendent Logos of God, “who exists in himself.” God is a real presence in creation; 
God is beyond creation: this is panentheism. That one can know it starts with an 
experience of creation influenced by the “wisdom” of one’s own logos that leads to a 
                                                
6 Alexander Schmemann, For The Life Of The World (NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1973), 
15. 
 
7 Ibid., 139. 
 
8 Maximus, “Ambiguum 7,” in On the Cosmic Mystery of Jesus Christ, 54. 
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conviction of the logoi of all things contained in the one Logos, “the essential and 
individually distinctive God.” This is a sacramental experience, a self-disclosure of God 
in and through the things of creation. And, as already mentioned, it means the Eucharist 
now begins with some manner of “real presence” in the elements as opposed to the “real 
absence” of some form of dualistic theism, such as mentioned in Chapter 1.   
The question, then, is whether something happens during the Eucharist that so 
distinguishes the eucharistic presence from this universal presence as to render the two 
completely separate and incomparable; or, is there something comparable between the 
ontology of the elements of Eucharist and the ontology of nature experienced 
panentheistically and sacramentally? From the standpoint of sacramental creation 
spirituality, the starting point for answering this question is the universal presence of God 
in creation, taken a priori. Any explanation of and belief about the Eucharist that does 
not affirm some real presence of Christ is non sequitur to sacramental creation 
spirituality. Christ simply could not be absent from the elements of the Eucharist and 
present in everything else. That being the case, sacramental creation spirituality, at the 
very least, influences the debate over the Eucharist by limiting the range of explanations 
and beliefs to those that offer a real presence of Christ in the elements. If the argument 
for the presence of Christ in the elements is that of Christ’s ubiquitous presence in all 
things – explained here as the universal presence of logoi in all things – then there really 
is a close comparison between the eucharistic presence and the universal presence as 
bases for sacrament. The more challenging question of comparability pertains to those 
eucharistic traditions that affirm some real change in the elements.  
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Consecration and Ontological Change 
In the eucharistic liturgy, the time of the change in the bread and wine is called 
the “consecration.” In Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (henceforward called BEM), 
reference is made to “a special moment of consecration,”9 but also noted are difficulties 
and differences pertaining to this special moment: not all traditions are willing to affirm a 
precise moment of change. Regardless of timing, it is noted in BEM the assertion by 
many Christians of “a change… in consequence of which there is no longer just ordinary 
bread and wine but the body and blood of Christ,” after which the bread and wine are 
called “consecrated elements.”10  
Drawing on Maximus and Nicholas, sacramental creation spirituality can explain 
this change as the logoi of bread and wine becoming Christ the Logos. Logos, according 
to Nicholas, is Absolute or it can be the Maximum Contraction “in which all forms truly 
exist,” as discussed in Chapter 4, meaning the Absolute Logos contracted to the 
plurality-containing Oneness of creation. The change that occurs to the bread and wine at 
consecration, whether this change be transubstantiation, consubtantiation, or some other 
mysterious change, is from the logoi of bread and wine to the Logos, be it Absolute or 
contracted. The question of Absolute or contracted does not matter. The point is that 
Logos is present in the bread and wine, and this is real change in the eucharistic elements. 
It is ontological change. It should be noted that with respect to consubtantiation, it would 
                                                
9 Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, 13. 
 
10 Ibid. 
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not strictly be a change from logoi to Logos, but an ontological change by the addition of 
Logos to logoi. With respect to transubstantiation, sometimes this change is described as 
“annihilation,” where “the original substances of bread and wine … must be destroyed … 
in order to make room for the new substsances.”11 However, if the “substances” of bread 
and wine before consecration are logoi as per Maximus or contracted Logos as per 
Nicholas, then annihilation is impossible. If the logoi of bread and wine are, to use 
another Cusan term, “unfolded” from Logos, and if the bread and wine after consecration 
are Logos, then consecration is an “enfolding” of the logoi to Logos, not an annihilation.  
Sacramental creation spirituality then, as presented thus far, clearly establishes 
comparability and continuity between the elements of the Eucharist before and after 
consecration. By virtue of logoi, the bread and wine are already sacramental. It is for the 
eucharistic liturgy to bring about the eucharistic sacrament. That is an ecclesiastical 
function of the Church. But that which ontologically makes the bread and wine 
themselves sacramental pertains to all things in creation; namely, the presence of Christ 
in contracted form joined by synthesis with matter as the very structure of creation and 
created things. As “eucharistic liturgical consecration” is identified with the timely 
(synchronic) and real presence of the body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist, 
“ontological consecration” can be identified with the real and creative presence of Christ 
in creation over all time (diachronic). What remains is to ask how to experience nature as 
sacrament, what the experience shares in common with the eucharistic sacrament, and 
                                                
11 Stookey, Eucharist: Christ’s Feast With the Church, 49. 
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whether the two sacraments can complement each other.   
 
Sacramental Spirituality Experienced as a 
Transfiguration of Creation 
How can nature be experienced sacramentally? In Chapter 4 it was noted that 
Teilhard’s spiritual journey was an effort to bring together in synthesis what he called 
faith in the world and faith in God. He saw this as the challenge of his day and it is also 
the challenge sacramental creation spirituality addresses today. Drawing from the 
experiences of Teilhard’s own spirituality understood through the ontology of Maximus 
and Nicholas, nature experienced as sacrament is a spirituality of conscious awakening to 
the all-pervasive presence of God in creation, the things of creation themselves 
transfigured to reveal the glory of divine presence within. 
In 1950, toward the end of his life, Teilhard wrote what is recognized as his 
spiritual autobiography, The Heart of Matter. In describing his spiritual journey, he says 
that “within every being and every event there was a progressive expansion of a 
mysterious inner clarity which transfigured them.”12 Teilhard frequently uses the word 
transfigure to describe his perception of a divine presence in things, drawing from the 
biblical story in which Christ’s “ ‘raiment was white as the light’, as we read in the 
account of the Transfiguration.”13 In contemplating a painting of Christ’s 
                                                
12 Teilhard de Chardin, The Heart of Matter, trans. Rene Hague (London: Harcourt, Inc., 1978), 
15. 
 
13 Ibid., 63. 
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Transfiguration, Teilhard saw Christ’s raiment as “a florescence of Matter.”14 He says 
that the painting itself lost all boundaries in his perception of it, which before had 
“divided Christ from the surrounding World.” Instead, a “vibration” ensued from the 
edges and a “metamorphosis spread rapidly and included every detail” until “the whole 
Universe was vibrating.”15 Around this image of Christ, Teilhard “noticed that the 
vibrant atmosphere which formed a halo around Christ was not confined to a narrow strip 
encircling him, but radiated to Infinity.”16 Above this raiment that now vibrated with all 
things and within this halo that extended to infinity, Teilhard says he saw “the 
transfigured Face of the Master that drew me and held me.”17 Teilhard is describing the 
essence of the synthesis he sought: an infinite Christ who enlivens and illumines all the 
matter of creation. 
He goes on to describe this experience in a way that can be understood through 
the logoi and Logos of Maximus. He never claims to see in its singularity or entirety this 
transfigured face of Christ, which he further reduces to the eyes of the face. He only 
claims to glimpse it “beneath this surface movement” and in the shining of “the light and 
the colours of all the beauties we know,” meaning the material things people actually 
experience in life. He describes an “inexpressible iridescence” to these things as they 
                                                
14 Ibid. 
 
15 Ibid., 62-63. 
 
16 Ibid., 63. 
 
17 Ibid., 64. 
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appear “over the face of Jesus, itself unmoved… the incommunicable Beauty of 
Christ.”18 But, he says, the “centre of radiation and iridescence was hidden in the eyes of 
the transfigured portrait. The Reflection – or was it the Creative Form, the idea? – of all 
that can charm, of all that has life, overlaid, in a rainbow, the rich depth of those eyes.”19  
Teilhard sought a theology and ontology that could bring together in synthesis his 
faith in the world and faith in God. Logos is the infinite “centre of radiation and 
iridescence” that is reflected in and glimpsed through the logoi of creation and created 
things; logoi themselves are unfoldings and contractions from Logos that are manifested 
in creation as its beauties, lights, colors, events, and beings. Drawing on the teachings of 
Maximus and the observation of Schmemann that “the symbol does not so much 
“resemble” the reality that it symbolizes as it participates in it, and therefore is capable of 
communicating it in reality,” Peter Bouteneff concludes that “sacraments are about 
uniting the earthly with the heavenly, the time-bound with the eternal, the spatial with the 
non-circumscribable. …One can talk in effect of ‘two natures in union without 
confusion’.”20 Boutenoff is referring to the Christ of Chalcedon, so important to both 
Maximus and Nicholas, as the paradigm of sacrament. Teilhard’s synthesis of the world 
and God reflects the paradigm. The sacrament of nature is as if the already ontologically 
                                                
18 Ibid. 
 
19 Ibid. 
 
20 Peter C. Bouteneff, “Sacraments as the Mystery of Union: elements in an Orthodox 
Sacramental Theology,” in The Gestures of God: Explorations in Sacramentality, ed. Geoffrey Rowell and 
Christine Hall (London: Continuum, 2004), 96-97. 
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consecrated creation is transfigured to reveal its divine essence to those open to its 
presence.  
Of noteworthiness, Teilhard gives the title “The Burning Bush” to the 
introduction of The Heart of Matter, taken from Exodus 3:1-5. In that story the presence 
of God comes in the form of a fire (luminosity, iridescence) that does not consume or 
annihilate or damage the material bush in which it appears. The presence is simply there, 
in union with the bush without confusion and is experienced by Moses as a sacrament in 
creation. This story can be viewed as archetypal for sacramental creation spirituality. The 
experience can be repeated because, Teilhard concludes, “God is inexhaustibly attainable 
in the totality of our action,” meaning all that makes up and influences our lives. There 
can be no spatial or timely limitations to all that makes up and influences our lives, not in 
an ecological, evolutive, cosmogenic creation. As Teilhard discovered in his own life, 
“every being and every event” holds the promise of a transfiguration that reveals its 
divine essence, and this is the sacrament of creation spirituality.   
How, then, does this natural sacrament of creation compare to the eucharistic 
sacrament? There are those in the Christian faith who, while making the case for a kind 
of natural sacrament, view it as something superseded or fulfilled by Christ and the 
eucharistic sacrament. For example, Edward Schillebeeckx describes “sacrament in 
pagan religion,” saying that “in a nebulous but nonetheless discernible fashion the 
sacramental Church is already present in the life of the whole of mankind. All humanity 
receives that inward word of God calling men to a communion in grace with himself. 
This obscure call causes those among the heathen who listen to it in uprightness of heart 
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dimly to suspect that there is a redeeming God who is occupying himself personally with 
their salvation.”21 It is important to note that Schillebeeckx characterizes pagan 
sacrament as a sign of the as yet unknown Church of Jesus Christ, and that it is only 
dimly revealing that which is to come in Christ. Nevertheless, he identifies “nature 
sacraments” as “not the essentials … of the Christian sacraments, but the natural forms 
and rites in which they are embodied.”22 Schillebeeckx identifies nature sacrament with 
personal salvation and, rightly experienced, he places that salvation in Jesus as the human 
incarnation of God. He says “the man Jesus, as the personal visible realization of the 
divine grace of redemption, the Son of God himself, is intended by the Father to be in his 
humanity the only way to the actuality of redemption. ‘For there is one God, and one 
mediator of God and men, the man Christ Jesus,’” and he identifies Christ as “the 
Primordial Sacrament.”23 That this redemption in Christ the Primordial Sacrament is, in 
most Christian traditions, remembered, promised, sustained, or even brought about by the 
Eucharist is taken for granted, as indicated in BEM that in the Eucharist “the Church, 
gratefully recalling God’s mighty acts of redemption, beseeches God to give the benefits 
of these acts to every human being.”24  
 Schillebeeckx moves from the very broad notion of natural pagan sacrament to 
                                                
21 Edward Schillebeeckx, Christ the Sacrament of the Encounter with God (New York: Sheed and 
Ward, 1963), 7. 
 
22 Ibid., 8 n. 
 
23 Ibid., 15. 
 
24 Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, 11. 
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the specific notion of Church as sacrament, especially the Eucharist as the sacrament of 
Christ. This raises the same question about the Eucharist that Teilhard asked about the 
Church’s perception of Christ when confronted by evolution: is it too small? Teilhard 
found Christ of the Church too small to contain cosmogenesis. Has the Eucharist become 
too narrow to address panentheism, cosmogenesis, and a sacramental universe?     
To begin answering this question, first note that Schillebeeckx associates 
sacrament, be it natural or eucharistic, with salvation. This is an instrumental view of 
sacrament. In Re-Conceiving the Sacramental, David Brown offers another perspective 
on sacrament: that it can be “useless,” in a sense. That is, it is not instrumental to any 
other purpose than simply revealing the presence of God. Brown says, “To put my thesis 
as provocatively and as simply as possible, it is this: it is a plea for the useless, for the 
material world of divine and human creation alike to be seen as capable of mediating 
experience of God, a sacramental reality to be valued in its own right irrespective of what 
further benefits it may bring.”25 If the Eucharist merely borrows its forms and rites from 
nature sacraments but does not affirm the value of nature sacraments themselves, then 
they are lost to Christian spirituality. This is precisely what Teilhard sought to undo. 
Therefore, Brown says “widen the category of mystery and sacrament and use this as a 
means of exploring whether, as with the liturgy, a narrower focus on instrumental value 
has robbed modern Christianity of its ability to recognize in wider material experience a 
                                                
25 David Brown, “Re-Conceiving the Sacramental,” in The Gestures of God: Explorations in 
Sacramentality, ed. Geoffrey Rowell and Christine Hall (London: Continuum, 2004), 34. 
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sense of divine presence conveyed in its own right.”26 Sacramental creation spirituality 
supports the view that Christian sacramentalism needs to reverse the direction, moving 
not from natural sacrament to the narrower confines of eucharistic sacrament, but rather 
from the eucharistic sacrament to the universality of cosmic sacrament. In The Blue 
Sapphire of the Mind: Notes for a Contemplative Ecology, Douglas Christie describes a 
personal experience that moved in such a direction: 
It was… there in the ritual gestures of the mass in which I served as an altar boy, 
the Word arising not only through scripture but also in the mysterious gift of 
bread and wine: the Word made flesh. Here, I came to understand, was a Word 
that entered into, sanctified, and was expressed through ordinary matter. The 
world was not mute. It had a voice, a presence.27 
 
The reversed movement that Brown implies, Christie experienced, and 
sacramental creation spirituality encourages - movement from the eucharistic to the 
natural sacrament - is possible because both sacraments are predicated on the same 
presence, at one level of contraction or another; to one degree of unfolding or another. 
The sacramental structure follows the paradigm of Chalcedon, be it in nature or 
Eucharist. In the Eucharist, the logoi of bread and wine can be understood, at least in the 
case of transubstantiation, to enfold back to Logos, the illuminating center of the 
Transfiguration itself now present in the consecrated elements. In BEM it states that 
through the Eucharist “the faithful are transfigured.”28 But this transfiguration goes 
                                                
26 Ibid., 26. 
 
27 Douglas E. Christie, The Blue Sapphire of the Mind: Notes for a Contemplative Ecology (NY: 
Oxford University Press, 2013), 185.  
 
28 Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, 10. 
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further than just the faithful. The Logos is always present everywhere just behind 
creation’s veil of present and perceptible transfigured logoi. In Hymn of the Universe 
Teilhard brings together all of this presence and transfiguration in a sacramental 
synthesis, saying that “the central mystery of transubstantiation is aureoled by a 
divinization, real though attenuated, of all the universe.”29 To be “aureoled by” is to say 
that the Logos present in the Eucharist is surrounded by a glow that is a perception by the 
spiritually perceptive of a transfigured creation. This is an explicit example of a spiritual 
Via Positiva, wherein the logoi of people perceive the logoi of creation, and all because 
they unfold from one Logos. Put another way, Teilhard is saying that the sacramental 
universe, experienced as sacrament, is a transfigured halo around the consecrated 
elements of the Eucharist.  
This is a synthesis of eucharistic sacrament and natural sacrament. They are not 
just comparable, nor does one replace or supersede the other: they are complementary 
and coincident.  
 
Christ-Omega: The Final and Fulfilling Coincidence of 
Natural and Eucharistic Sacraments 
All that can be transfigured, not just humankind, is inherently redeemable, 
understood in sacramental creation spiritualty as an ultimate fulfillment, a diachronic 
evolutional transfiguration to a glorious finality: Omega. It was noted in Chapter 2 that, 
from the perspective of sacramental creation spirituality, redemption includes a 
                                                                                                                                            
 
29 Teilhard de Chardin, Hymn of the Universe (NY: William Collins Sons, 1965), 23 n. 
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teleological end to creation. That is, creation is becoming something and will one day be 
a transformed reality that is a fulfillment of divine proportion for each and every thing, 
individually and as a whole. Thus the term redemption has universal and not just 
individualistic connotations. As discussed in Chapter 4, Teilhard calls this end Omega 
and identifies it with Christ. At Omega, the material universe has finally succumbed to 
entropy’s withering effect, but all that was and is finds itself consummated as eternal 
spirit, one in Christ but each thing its own self as well: all that was unfolded now 
enfolded together into eternal unity as Absolute Logos; logoi in Logos; diversity in unity; 
unity in diversity.  
It must be, however, that Omega is different from the originating “Alpha,” or the 
beginning of creation. Creation cannot simply proceed from its origin in infinite 
undifferentiated transcendence to the finite diversity of space-time only to return to 
infinite undifferentiated transcendence as if nothing had changed. Cosmogenesis is the 
link between “the beginning and the end,” between Alpha and Omega. According to 
Teilhard the thrust of cosmogenesis is irreversibly toward reflective consciousness as 
evolved in human beings. Or, as Leonardo Boff interprets it, “when at a certain stage of 
the evolutionary process a new level of interiority and consciousness breaks forth, it is 
the whole universe that is thereby expressing itself.”30 But sacramental creation 
spirituality makes a more precise observation than this. The universe expressing what? 
Through scientific research and insight, the universe gains self-awareness of its vast 
                                                
30 Leonardo Boff, Cry of the Earth, Cry of the Poor (NY: Orbis Books, 1997), 176. 
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material duration and development. Human reflective consciousness is also Earth or 
creation increasingly aware of its incarnational nature, as if nature is increasingly 
transfigured over time in a diachronic consecration that illuminates its universal divine 
presence. Teilhard speaks of matter becoming “so transparent and so agile as to be no 
longer distinguishable from spirit.”31 This self-awareness, which is both material and 
spiritual, is the basis of nature’s sacrament – its disclosure of God’s creative presence and 
God’s exceeding immensity. Teilhard says: 
Blessed be you, universal matter, immeasurable time, boundless ether, triple abyss 
of stars and atoms and generations: you who by overflowing and dissolving our 
narrow standards of measurement reveal to us the dimensions of God. …I acclaim 
you as the divine milieu, charged with creative power, as the ocean stirred by the 
Spirit, as the clay molded and infused with life by the incarnate Word.32 
 
The disclosures made in nature’s sacrament are not trivial or secondary; but, it is the 
added movement of cosmogenesis that gives the sacrament its full impact. Cosmogenesis 
understood as the creativity of God supports a belief that creation itself seeks to and will 
transcend the confines of space-time and find its fulfillment universally at the end of 
space-time. This can only happen if creation and its myriad creatures become one with or 
are taken into that which is eternal and transcendent. In the end, that which was revealed 
through nature’s sacrament in time is now that which contains all things beyond time. 
Teilhard calls this process the pleromization of creation, leading to “the kingdom of God 
                                                
31 Teilhard, The Heart of Matter, 76. 
 
32 Ibid., 75-76. 
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in its completed form.”33 This is fulfillment of the Apostle Paul’s prediction of a time 
when “God may be all in all” (1 Corinthians 15:28 NRSV). The consummation of 
cosmogenesis - Teilhard’s faith in the world - is to see nature’s sacramental presence 
become the essence and only reality of all things, and all things thus become the 
sacrament of God as God. This must be the final and absolute fulfillment for creation 
because when the sacrament becomes a sacrament unto itself then there is nothing more 
to disclose.  
 It is argued here that the Eucharist foreshadows and becomes the same “fulfilled 
sacrament unto itself” as natural sacrament, the two sacraments essentially converging to 
coincide as one. It would have to be the case that when faith in the world and faith in God 
converge as one at Christ-Omega, that their sacraments would converge as well.  
The notion that the Eucharist, like cosmogenesis, is oriented to a future fulfillment 
is well established in the history of the sacrament. That it comes to coincide with natural 
sacrament is an affirmation of sacramental creation spirituality. After making this 
affirmation, it becomes logical to ask and reveal how the two sacraments overlap and 
inform each other over the time of evolution.  
First of all, the Eucharist is characterized by a past-future dialectic. The Eucharist 
was instituted by Jesus the Christ at a particular event in the past known as “the last 
supper.” This past event and its ongoing celebration as the Eucharist points to and brings 
about a future. It is stated in BEM that “the eucharist opens up the vision of the divine 
                                                
33 Teilhard de Chardin, Christianity and Evolution: Reflections on Science and Religion (London: 
William Collins Sons, 1969), 16. 
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rule which has been promised as the final renewal of creation, and is a foretaste of it.”34 
One way it foretells the final renewal of creation is that the body of Christ really does 
grow diachronically toward fulfillment through celebration of the Eucharist. Through the 
eucharistic elements a mystical union between Logos and the logoi of creation really does 
occur. The Logos, as mentioned, is present in the elements or as the elements and joins 
with the logos of each human being partaking of the sacrament; but, each human being is 
ecologically, evolutively, and cosmogenically an element of all creation (“creation itself 
become self aware,” to quote Boff35). The eucharistic rite itself begins and ends, and the 
physical experience of it for a person begins and ends, and thus the rite itself is a 
synchronic event. But by virtue of creation's ontological reach into the metaphysical, 
there is an inner and invisible quality to the Eucharist that reaches beyond the physical to 
the mystical, contributing to a diachronic motion toward fulfillment. This can be 
understood as the manner in which participants in the Eucharist become, and are 
instrumental to, creation’s becoming aureoled or transfigured, to use Teilhard’s terms. It 
represents and actually is the building up of not just the Body of Christ the Church, but 
the Body of the Cosmic Christ of Creation. 
As already noted, Teilhard identifies Omega not with a general and final 
participation of all things in an unnamed god, but specifically in Christ because Christ – 
Logos – is the Cosmic Christ of all creation: the beginning, the end, and the 
                                                
34 Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry, 14. 
 
35 Boff, Cry of the Earth, Cry of the Poor, 119. 
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cosmogenesis that connects the two. Christ-Omega he describes not only as a fulfillment 
of creation but as a fulfillment of Christ as well, saying that “in heaven both Christ and 
the elect must be regarded as forming one living whole, disposed in a strict hierarchic 
pattern.”36 The point to be taken from his use of a “hierarchic pattern” to describe 
Christ-Omega is that it implies a union through the mutual relationships of things, 
meaning a unity in diversity. Teilhard says this “state of beatitude must be understood as 
a permanent state of Eucharistic union.”37 Sacramental creation spirituality asserts that 
this eucharistic pleroma - a permanent state of eucharistic union as one living whole - is 
the same “sacrament unto itself” as the pleroma of creation. Christ-Omega is the point 
toward which the two sacraments diachronically converge, increasingly coinciding and 
ultimately becoming one. This must be the case, unless one sacrament is an 
epiphenomena to the other – totally independent, unrelated, and possibly untrue. 
Cosmogenesis, panentheism, and the Via Positiva in sacramental creation spirituality 
simply do not allow this disconnect. The sacraments must perfectly coincide as one at 
Christ-Omega, one sacrament unto itself. If the sacraments did not coincide as one, then 
they could not be universally revealing of God as “all in all.” They would not be the 
pleroma. 
Natural sacrament and eucharistic sacrament form, in the diachronic progression 
of cosmogenesis, a coincidence of opposites as per the teaching of Nicholas, converging 
                                                
36 Teilhard, Christianity and Evolution, 16. 
 
37 Ibid. 
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at Christ-Omega not simply to the complementarity of synthesis but to coincidence as 
one and the same thing. In effect, then, there is more than one sacramental way to heaven, 
but they merge at the end. Faith in the world becomes faith in God, and vice versa. The 
luminous halo of all things becomes one with the transfigured body and blood of Christ. 
Teilhard describes it this way: 
There appears to the dazzled eyes of the believer the Eucharistic mystery itself, 
extended infinitely into a veritable universal transubstantiation, in which the 
words of Consecration are applied not only to the sacrificial bread and wine but, 
mark you, to the whole mass of joys and sufferings produced by the Convergence 
of the World as it progresses.38 
 
Thus Bouteneff is correct in warning that the Eucharist can be overly narrow in its 
viewpoint, especially if it obscures our vision from seeing that, “in a sense, all life is 
sacrament, only awaiting our realization of it.”39 Only awaiting our realization that, in 
the end, the universe will be transubstantiated. 
Clearly this supports the conclusion that, for now, natural sacrament and 
eucharistic sacrament should relate dialogically and constructively, as a truthful 
coincidence of opposites (perhaps better understood as contrarieties, as discussed in 
Chapter 4). This addresses and answers one of the two challenges that sacramental 
creation spirituality brings to the church, which were presented in Chapter 1. One 
challenge pertained to the ethics of caring for the creation, which will be addressed in 
Chapter 6. The other challenge is: 
                                                
38 Teilhard, The Heart of Matter, 94. 
 
39 Bouteneff, “Sacraments as the Mystery of Union: elements in an Orthodox Sacramental 
Theology,” in The Gestures of God: Explorations in Sacramentality, 105. 
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To affirm the existence and value of sacramental experience beyond the liturgical 
sacraments of the church; specifically, the sacramental experience of a 
“reenchanted”40 creation as an aspect of holistic and broadly ecumenical 
spirituality. 
 
As this dissertation has unfolded, it has been made clear that while the word 
“reenchanted” is used by more than one writer of sacramental creation spirituality, not all 
understand it as an ontological affirmation of divine presence in nature and the Eucharist. 
In fact, it has been shown that, at least in the case of McGrath, it is used as a way of 
finding shared meaning in the sacraments without addressing the question of divine 
presence. Sacramental creation spirituality does address the question of divine presence. 
Therefore, it is suggested that a different word must be used, and that “transfiguration” is 
more direct and to the point of divine presence and the apprehension of it. So the altered 
statement is made that there is sacramental experience beyond the liturgical sacraments of 
the church: specifically, the sacramental experience of a “transfigured” creation as an 
aspect of holistic and broadly ecumenical spirituality.  
It will now be shown that Teilhard’s Mass on the World uses the transfigured 
creation as the element and setting of the eucharistic liturgy. This provides an appropriate 
rite for holistic and broadly ecumenical sacramental creation spirituality, and 
complements St. Francis of Assisi’s hymn, The Canticle of Creatures. 
 
                                                
40 Larry L. Rasmussen, Earth Community Earth Ethics (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996), 346. 
See also Alister McGrath. The Reenchantment of Nature—The Denial of Religion and the Ecological 
Crisis. (NY: Doubleday, 2002). 
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La Messe sur le Monde (The Mass on the World) 
Introduction 
Teilhard wrote La Messe sur le Monde (The Mass on the World) in Asia in 1923. 
The context is immediately clear and reflects a situation similar to one he experienced as 
a priest in World War I, namely that he had no bread, wine, or altar to celebrate the daily 
Mass: 
Since once again, Lord, though not in the forests of Aisne but in the plains of 
Asia, I have neither bread nor wine nor altar.41 
 
Teilhard's solution was to use the Earth as his altar, and the Earth's total daily growth and 
decline as the bread and wine, or the body and blood of Christ. In effect, he turns the 
eucharistic sacrament into a universal sacrament, contributing to and pointing to the 
coinciding of these two sacraments at Christ-Omega. Where The Canticle of Creatures 
by Francis of Assisi universalizes the church's community of praise, The Mass on the 
World by Teilhard de Chardin universalizes the sacramental life of the church. In this 
respect, the two complement each other, as well as making many of the same implicit or 
explicit affirmations, such as were drawn out in the presentation of the Canticle in 
Chapter 3: the contribution creation makes to human spirituality; the perceptibility of the 
sacred in creation; and the kinship of all creatures. This will become apparent in the 
following presentation of the Mass. 
The portions of The Mass on the World presented in this dissertation were 
                                                
41 Teilhard de Chardin, "La Messe sur le Monde," in Le Coeur de la Matiére (Paris: Les Éditions 
du Seuil, 1976), 127. "Puisque, une fois encore, Seigneur, non plus dans les forêts de l'Aisne, mais dans les 
steppes d'Asie, je n'ai ni pain, ni vin, ni autel." 
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translated from the French version contained in Le Coeur de la Matiére (The Heart of 
Matter). Teilhard presents the Mass in five parts: 
1. L'Offrande (The Offering);   
 
2. Le Feu Au-Dessus du Monde (Fire Over the Earth); 
 
3. Le Feu Dans le Monde (Fire In the Earth); 
 
4. Communion (Communion); and 
 
5. Prière (Prayer). 
 
Each part of the Mass reflects a key idea that has been developed and presented in this 
dissertation pertaining to sacramental creation spirituality. It is not argued that each part 
of the Mass reflects only one key idea, just that certain passages in each part readily lend 
themselves to a sequence of ideas that characterize sacramental creation spirituality. In 
summary: 
1. The Offering consecrates the whole world through the coincidence of 
ecclesial and natural sacraments; 
 
2. Fire Over the Earth and Fire In the Earth together present a panentheistic 
theology and a corresponding holistic spirituality that is the coincidence of 
the Via Positiva and the Via Negativa; 
 
3. Communion embraces the diachronic aspect of cosmogenesis unto 
Christ-Omega; and 
 
4. Prayer is the challenge to live ethically and spiritually in a transfiguring, 
sacramental universe. 
 
The presentation will be made in that order. 
 
The Offering: Consecrating the World 
In the very first lines of The Mass on the World Teilhard announces his intention 
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to make his celebration of the Eucharist inclusive of the whole Earth. Again, as is usually 
the case with Teilhard, the terms Earth, universe, and cosmos can be heard as one and the 
same. 
Since ... I have neither bread nor wine nor altar... I will offer to you ... on the altar 
of the entire Earth, the gainful productivity and painful losses of the World. ... I 
will place on my paten the harvest expected from this renewed effort. I will pour 
in my chalice the juice of all the fruits pressed out this day.42 
 
Finding himself without communion elements or altar, all the growth and decline of the 
upcoming day he will consecrate as the host and he will perform the Mass on the entire 
Earth as altar.  
Furthermore, Teilhard offers a slight suggestion of Omega as the direction of the 
Mass: 
My paten and my chalice are the depths of a soul opened widely to all the forces 
that, in a moment, will rise up from all the corners of the Earth and converge to 
the Spirit.43 
 
As presented in Chapter 4, convergence to Spirit is the radial axis or privileged axis of 
evolution along which Teilhard says all existence will eventually become spiritualized 
beyond the material or tangential realm.  
Later in the Offering, Teilhard is far more explicit about this point: 
It once was that people took into your temple the first fruits of their harvests and 
the flowers of their flocks. The offering that you really desire, which you 
                                                
42 Ibid. "Puisque ... je n'ai ni pain, ni vin, ni autel ... je vous offrirai ... sur l'autel de la Terre 
entière, le travail et la peine du Monde. ... Je placerai sur ma patène … la moisson attendue de ce nouvel 
effort. Je verserai dans mon calice la sève de tous les fruits qui seront aujourd'hui broyés." 
 
43 Ibid. "Mon calice et ma patène, ce sont les profondeurs d'une âme largement ouverte à toutes 
les forces qui, dans un instant, vont s'élever de tous les points du Globe et converger vers l'Esprit." 
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mysteriously need every day to appease your hunger and to quench your thirst, is 
nothing less than the growth of the World toward universal becoming.44 
 
Teilhard refers here to past, token offerings taken from the timely growth of fields and 
flocks, or seasonal offerings - the fruit of synchronic life. Then he speaks of the growth of 
the world toward universal becoming as the offering, which is clearly cosmogenesis and, 
on Earth as we know it, evolution. These aspects of growth are on the sidereal scale of 
time. Thus in the Offering, Teilhard affirms and incorporates the diachronic aspect of 
being that is characteristic of sacramental creation spirituality. 
Finally, Teihard describes how this consecration of Earth will come about: 
I will this morning go up to the high places carrying the hopes and hard times of 
my mother Earth; ... upon all that in the World of humankind is about to be born 
or to die beneath the rising sun, I will call down the Fire.45 
 
While “Fire” here could be suggestive of many things, good and bad, Teilhard 
specifically means a holy fire as suggestive of the presence, light, and life of the divine 
creative Word or Logos. It prepares all things and activities of the day as a holy offering 
to God. As discussed in Chapter 4, fire is the manner in which Teilhard describes the 
perception of transfiguration, as when Christ was Transfigured. Fire is within things as 
the divine light of life and existence. In the Mass, consecration is universal 
                                                
44 Ibid., 128. "Jadis, on traînait dans votre temple les prémices des récoltes et la fleur des 
troupeaux. L'offrande que vous attendez vraiment, celle dont vous avez mystérieusement besoin chaque 
jour pour apaiser votre faim, pour étancher votre soif, ce n'est rien moins que l'accroissement du Monde 
emporté par l'universel devenir." 
 
45 Ibid. "Je monterai, ce matin, en pensée, sur les hauts lieux, chargé des espérances et des misères 
de ma mère; ... sur tout ce qui, dans la Chair humaine, s'apprête à naître ou à périr sous le soleil qui monte, 
j'appellerai le Feu."
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transfiguration by Fire and as the perception of Fire within all things.  
Note as well in the above passage that Teilhard places the Fire and the rising sun 
in close proximity. Earlier in the Offering he also says: 
Over there on the eastern horizon, the sun begins to shine. Once again, under this 
moving sheet of fire, the living surface of the Earth awakens, and resumes its 
stunningly amazing productivity.46 
 
As mentioned in Chapter 4, Teilhard says the Earth was formed as a fragment of the sun. 
In the Mass, he attributes the ongoing productivity of the Earth to the remote but 
ever-shining sun. The sun is within the Earth and it shines upon the Earth from without. 
By placing the divine creative Fire in such close proximity to the fire of the sun, he is 
making a similar statement: there is Fire within creation and there is Fire without.  
 
Fire Over the Earth and Fire In the Earth: Panentheism 
Panentheism affirms both transcendent and incarnate aspects to God: God is in all 
things but God is also beyond all things; in effect, a coincidence of opposites. Fire Over 
the Earth and Fire In the Earth is Teilhard's implied affirmation of panentheism, and also 
the basis of a spirituality that is the coincidence of the Via Positiva and the Via Negativa.  
In Fire Over the Earth, Teilhard affirms God as the transcendent source of all 
being: 
Fire, the source of being. ... In the beginning was the Word, solely and 
sovereignly capable of guiding and shaping anything that might be born in the 
material World. In the beginning it was not coldness and darkness. There was the 
                                                
46 Ibid., 127. “Le soleil vient d’illuminer, là-bas, la frange extrême du premier Orient. Une fois de 
plus, sous la nappe mouvante de ses feux, la surface vivante de la Terre s’éveille, frémit, et recommence 
son effrayant labeur.” 
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Fire. This is the Truth. So, far from the light emerging gradually from our 
darkness, it is the preexistent light that patiently and surely eliminates our 
darkness. As for us creatures, we are, by ourselves, dark and empty. You, my 
God, are the very substance and permanence of the eternal milieu, without time or 
space, in which our universe gradually emerges and reaches fulfillment.47 
 
God is Fire - source of all being that gives light to all being; but, not at all like being - 
without time or space. In other words, God is beyond the duration - the enormous 
expanse and age of the universe - and yet God is the eternal milieu in which the universe 
emerges. 
It is this transcendent Fire that begets being: 
Blazing Spirit, essential and personal Fire, Consummation of a union 
immeasurably more beautiful and desirable than the diversity eliminating fusion 
dreamt of by pantheists, consent yet again to come down and breathe a soul into 
the frail film of new matter that will envelop the world this day.48  
 
Teilhard affirms two important characteristics of sacramental creation spirituality as 
presented in this dissertation. First, diversity is not something overcome by some unity in 
which distinctions disappear into an indistinct oneness. Second, all being is synthesis and 
only exists because a soul - something metaphysical - unites with matter as the two poles 
of one being.  
                                                
47 Ibid., 128-129. "Le Feu, ce principe de l'être, ... Au commencement, il y avait le Verbe 
souverainement capable de s'assujettir et de pétrir toute Matière qui naîtrait. Au commencement, il n'y avait 
pas le froid et les ténèbres ; il y avait le Feu. Voilà la Vérité. Ainsi donc, bien loin que de notre nuit jaillisse 
graduellement la lumière, c'est la lumière préexistante qui, patiemment et infailliblement, élimine nos 
ombres. Nous autres, créatures, nous sommes, par nous-mêmes, le Sombre et le Vide. Vous êtes, mon Dieu, 
le fond même et la stabilité du Milieu éternel, sans durée ni espace, en qui, graduellement, notre Univers 
émerge et s'achève." 
 
48 Ibid., 129. "Esprit brûlant, Feu fondamental et personnel, Terme réel d'une union mille fois plus 
belle et désirable que la fusion destructrice imaginée par n'importe quel panthéisme, daignez, cette fois 
encore, descendre, pour lui donner une âme, sur la frêle pellicule de matière nouvelle dont va s'envelopper 
le Monde, aujourd'hui." 
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This, again, is Chalcedon, the repetitious ontological theme of creation, and 
Teilhard proclaims Christ incarnate in the universe: 
And now, speaking through me, say over this earthly effort the twofold and 
efficacious word, the word without which our wisdom and experience shake and 
crumble, the word that strengthens and unites everything as far as we can see in 
our knowledge and experience of the Universe. Over every living thing that will 
come to be, grow, flower, and ripen this day, say again, “This is my body.” And, 
over every death ready to corrode, to wither, and to cut down, say again the words 
that bring about the supreme mystery of faith, “This is my Blood.”49  
 
The consecration that Teilhard in the past extended to bread and wine becomes Christ 
incarnate in the totality of space and time by “the word that strengthens and unites 
everything as far as we can see in our knowledge and experience of the Universe.” This is 
the universal consecration that points to eucharistic and natural sacraments coinciding as 
one, or Teilhard's faith in the world and faith in God. 
By this consecration, there is clearly Fire In the Earth, which is the other side of 
panentheism.  
It is done. Fire has once again penetrated the Earth. ... the flame lights up 
everything from within. From the heart of the smallest atom to the power of the 
most universal laws, the Fire has naturally entered, individually and collectively, 
every element, every energy, every connection in our Cosmos, such that one 
might believe the Cosmos to have spontaneously burst into flame.50 
                                                
49 Ibid., 130. "Et maintenant, prononcez sur lui, par ma bouche, la double et efficace parole, sans 
laquelle tout branle, tout se dénoue, dans notre sagesse et dans notre expérience, - avec laquelle tout se 
rejoint et tout se consolide à perte de vue dans nos spéculations et notre pratique de l'Univers. - Sur toute 
vie qui va germer, croître, fleurir et mûrir en ce jour, répétez : « Ceci est mon corps. » - Et, sur toute mort 
qui s'apprête à ronger, à flétrir, à couper, commandez (mystère de foi par excellente !) : « Ceci est mon 
sang ! »"  
 
50 Ibid., 130. "C'est fait. Le Feu, encore une fois, a pénétré la Terre. ... la flamme a tout illuminé 
par le dedans. Depuis le cœur du moindre atome jusqu'à l'énergie des lois les plus universelles, elle a si 
naturellement envahi, individuellement et dans leur ensemble, chaque élément, chaque ressort, chaque 
liaison de notre Cosmos, que celui-ci, pourrait-on croire, s'est enflammé spontanément." 
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If there was doubt as to the cosmic reach of The Mass on the World, Teilhard dispels that 
through this description of universal transfiguration, and proceeds to identify the universe 
as the sacramental host: 
Mysteriously and really, by the touch of the substantial Word, the Universe, the 
immense Host, is made flesh. All matter is now embodied, my God, through your 
Incarnation.51 
 
While in the Mass Teilhard speaks the language of eucharistic consecration, this includes 
the natural sacramental notion of an already ontologically consecrated universe. In 
speaking of the consecration he says: 
At this moment when your Life has just passed with increasing power into the 
Sacrament of the World, I shall savor, with a greater consciousness, the strong yet 
quiet euphoria of a vision the coherence and the harmonies of which I cannot 
exhaust.52  
 
Through the eucharistic consecration the presence of Christ achieves “increasing power,” 
not simply power where it did not have power before. And Teilhard is led to “greater 
consciousness” in his sacramental vision, not to a consciousness he never had before. 
Therefore, the Mass supports the view that the Eucharist consecrates in an increasing and 
greater way that which has always been consecrated.  
Teilhard begins to describe some of the specific things he sees in the Fire In the 
Earth: 
                                                
51 Ibid., 130-131. "Mystérieusement et réellement, au contact de la substantielle Parole, l'Univers, 
immense Hostie, est devenu Chair. Toute matière est désormais incarnée, mon Dieu, par votre Incarnation." 
 
52 Ibid., 132. "En ce moment où votre Vie vient de passer, avec un surcroît de vigueur, dans le 
Sacrement du Monde, je goûterai, avec une conscience accrue, la forte et calme ivresse d'une vision dont je 
n'arrive pas à épuiser la cohérence et les harmonies." 
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Now, Lord, by the Consecration of the World, the luminosity and fragrance 
floating in the Universe take on for me a body and face – in You. What my mind 
glimpsed hesitatingly, what my heart demanded as an improbable desire, you now 
magnificently unfold for me: that the creatures not only show so much solidarity 
between each other that none can exist without all the others around it; but, all are 
fully connected to a single real center, a true Life, common to them all and giving 
them, definitively, their identities and their union.53  
 
If the “luminosity and fragrance floating in the Universe” is reference to its natural 
sacramentality or consecration, then Teilhard recognizes and affirms a eucharistic quality, 
suggesting a “body and face.” He identifies this body and face as the solidarity, center, 
and distinction of all things: in essence, a cosmic presence. He then clearly names it: 
Show yourself finally, Lord Jesus, “in whom all things live and move and have 
their being,” to those who love you, as the supreme Soul and physical Home of 
the Creation.54 
 
In this very panentheistic statement, Teilhard identifies the sacramentality of the universe 
with Christ of the Eucharist. This is not only the risen Christ of the Eucharist, but the 
Cosmic Christ. 
Teilhard then affirms the spirituality of the coincidence of opposites - this 
dynamic of naming and unnaming God; Via Positiva and the Via Negativa: 
Like the pagan, I worship a tangible God. I even touch this God, over all the 
surface and in the depths of this material World that contains me. But, to seize 
                                                
53 Ibid., 131. "Maintenant, Seigneur, par la Consécration du Monde, la lueur et le parfum flottant 
dans l'Univers prennent pour moi corps et visage, en Vous. Ce qu'entrevoyait ma pensée hésitante, ce que 
réclamait mon cœur par un désir invraisemblable, vous me le donnez magnifiquement : que les créatures 
soient non seulement tellement solidaires entre elles, qu'aucune ne puisse exister sans toutes les autres pour 
l'entourer, - mais qu'elles soient tellement suspendues à un même centre réel, qu'une véritable Vie, subie en 
commun, leur donne, en définitive, leur consistance et leur union." 
 
 
54 Ibid. "Vous, Seigneur jésus, « en qui toutes choses trouvent leur consistance », révélez-Vous 
enfin à ceux qui vous aiment, comme l'Âme supérieure et le Foyer physique de la Création." 
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God as I would want (simply to continue touching God), it is necessary for me to 
always go farther, through and beyond any influence without ever stopping to 
rest, carried on all the time by creatures, and all the time going beyond them, 
always receiving them and always detaching from them.55 
 
Teilhard is affirming as one spirituality the practice of touching God in ever more of the 
material world around him and going ever more beyond that material world, maximizing 
the immanent experience of God as the way beyond the immanent experience to 
something farther on. This is his integrated spirituality that unites faith in the world with 
faith in God. 
From the viewpoint of sacramental creation spirituality, it is important to 
emphasize the unquestionable value Teilhard places on the Via Positiva, lest dualism gain 
a foothold and spirituality abandon the Via Positiva in favor only of a Via Negativa as the 
pathway to spiritual experience. Teilhard does indeed emphatically affirm the Via 
Positiva in the Mass thus revealing the spiritual influence of panentheism: 
If I believe that everything around me is the Body and Blood of the Word, then 
for me ... there appears the marvelous “Diaphany” that makes objectively 
transparent in the depths of any event or element the light of that one Life [Christ 
the Word].56  
 
Such a diaphany cannot be ignored and so Teilhard prays: 
                                                
55 Ibid., 132. "Comme le païen, j'adore un Dieu palpable. Je le touche même, ce Dieu, par toute la 
surface et la profondeur du Monde de la Matière où je suis pris. Mais, pour le saisir comme je voudrais 
(simplement pour continuer à le toucher), il me faut aller toujours plus loin, à travers et au-delà de toute 
emprise, - sans pouvoir jamais me reposer en rien, - porté à chaque instant par les créatures, et à chaque 
instant les dépassant, dans un continuel accueil et un continuel détachement." 
 
56 Ibid., 133. "Si je crois fermement que tout, autour de moi, est le Corps et le Sang du Verbe, 
alors pour moi ... se produit la merveilleuse « Diaphanie » qui fait objectivement transparaître dans la 
profondeur de tout fait et de tout élément, la chaleur lumineuse d'une même Vie." 
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Lord, give me faith, that in every creature I discover you and sense you.57 
 
For Teilhard, the effect of discovering and sensing God in every creature caused him to 
embrace the creation and transcend the creation as one spirituality, which together point 
to the ultimate: 
Thus, because the ultimate Object has been made manifest to me, that totality to 
which my nature is attuned, the powers of my being spontaneously begin 
vibrating according to one unique note, incredibly rich, wherein I distinguish, 
united effortlessly, the most opposed tendencies: the excitement of action and the 
joy of passivity; the delight to hold on and the eagerness to go beyond; the pride 
in growing and the happiness of getting lost in what is greater than oneself.58  
 
 In the Mass there is one note - one spirituality - comprised of opposed tendencies: action 
and passivity; holding on and letting go; pride in growing in the world around and getting 
lost in something greater. This is all because, according to Teilhard, there is an ultimate 
object - a totality - or, as Nicholas put it, there is a coincidence of opposites leading to the 
wall of coincidence beyond which coincidences coincide unknowably, which is 
Christ-Omega. This is panentheism and its spirituality in the context of cosmogeneis and 
evolution, which becomes the focus of Communion.  
 
Communion: Unto Christ-Omega  
In the Mass, Communion offers a call to accept cosmogensis unto Christ-Omega 
                                                
57 Ibid., 134. "Pour que dans toute créature je vous découvre et je vous sente, - Seigneur, faites 
que je croie !" 
 
58 Ibid., 133. "Ainsi, parce que m'est apparu l'Objet définitif, total, sur lequel est accordée ma 
nature, les puissances de mon être se mettent spontanément à vibrer suivant une Note Unique, 
incroyablement riche, où je distingue, unies sans effort, les tendances les plus opposées : l'exaltation d'agir 
et la joie de subir ; la volupté de tenir et la fièvre de dépasser ; l'orgueil de grandir et le bonheur de 
disparaître en un plus grand que soi." 
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and encourages willing consent to participate: 
If Fire came down into the heart of the World it is, after all, to lay hold of me and 
absorb me. Henceforth, it is not enough simply to contemplate it or, by 
maintaining my faith, to unceasingly intensify its glow around me. It is necessary 
that, having participated with all my strength in the Consecration that makes the 
flames leap forth, I must consent to the Communion that will give it, through me, 
the food it came looking for in the first place.59  
  
In the Mass Teilhard has called forth the consecration that he so clearly sees as lighting 
up the world with the creative Fire, the ontological basis of material cosmogenesis. In 
asking himself, he implicitly asks all to consent to communing with this creative Fire as 
willing, conscious participants.  
Teilhard then identifies a certain fear at offering this consent because it is to 
acknowledge the existence of a universe so vastly more than anything identified 
heretofore: 
It is a frightening and yet awesome thing to have been born; to be unwittingly and 
inescapably swept along by a great torrent of energy that appears intent on 
destroying everything it carries along. What I want, my God, by a reversal of the 
forces that only you can accomplish, is that the dismay now seizing me in front of 
the nameless alterations about to rework my being, be changed into an 
overflowing enjoyment at being transformed into You.60  
 
Having identified this expansive duration of space and time, and evolutional changes of 
                                                
59 Ibid., 134. "Si le Feu est descendu au cœur du Monde, c'est finalement pour me prendre et pour 
m'absorber. Dès lors, il ne suffit pas que je le contemple, et que, par une foi entretenue, j'intensifie sans 
cesse autour de moi son ardeur. Il faut qu'après avoir coopéré, de toutes mes forces, à la Consécration qui le 
fait jaillir, je consente enfin à la Communion qui lui donnera, en ma personne, l'aliment qu'il est venu 
finalement chercher." 
 
60 Ibid. "C'est une chose terrible d'être né, c'est-à-dire de se trouver irrévocablement emporté, sans 
l'avoir voulu, dans un torrent d'énergie formidable qui paraît vouloir détruire tout ce qu'il entraîne en lui. Je 
veux, mon Dieu, que par un renversement de forces dont vous pouvez seul être l'auteur, l'effroi qui me 
saisit devant les altérations sans nom qui s'apprêtent à renouveler mon être se mue en une joie débordante 
d'être transformé en Vous." 
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epic proportions that rendered the chain of being obsolete along with its mythical creation 
stories, Teilhard understands the challenge of embracing this new creation story. Not only 
has evolution destroyed a vast percentage of everything that has come into being, but 
cosmogenesis ultimately slows to a stop. This is ground for great despair if one does not 
see some greater purpose in it.  
Teilhard identifies that greater purpose as transformation into God, and he affirms 
the personal reward in participating in the material and spiritual journey that leads in that 
direction: 
On your word, O my God, I cast myself into the whirlwind of encounters and 
energies wherein my power to seize and to sense your Holy Presence will 
develop. The one who is filled with an impassioned love of Jesus hidden in the 
forces that bring increase to the Earth, the Earth will lift up, like a mother, in the 
immensity of her arms, and make to contemplate the face of God.61  
 
The personal reward comes through the sacramental experience of the living, growing, 
and evolving Earth. But Teilhard is clear as well that consenting to and participating in 
this journey does indeed involve a Via Negativa. After lifting up the “increase to the 
Earth” he affirms the reality of death: 
That's why, pouring into the chalice the bitterness of all the separations, all the 
limitations, all the sterile decay, you hold it out to me: “Drink, all of you, of 
this.”62  
 
                                                
61 Ibid., 135. "Je me jette, ô mon Dieu, sur votre parole, dans le tourbillon des luttes et des 
énergies où se développera mon pouvoir de saisir et d'éprouver votre Sainte Présence. Celui qui aimera 
passionnément Jésus caché dans les forces qui font grandir la Terre, la Terre, maternellement, le soulèvera 
dans ses bras géants, et elle lui fera contempler le visage de Dieu." 
 
62 Ibid., 135-136. “Voilà pourquoi, recueillant dans le calice l'amertume de toutes les séparations, 
de toutes les limitations, de toutes les déchéances stériles, vous me le tendez. « Buvez-en tous. »" 
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Death, in the story of cosmogenesis and evolution, is constitutive to growth and the 
spiritualization that Teilhard identifies as the privileged axis. Death is to be embraced as 
salvific, not punitive. 
I wholeheartedly give way, O my God, to those formidable forces of dissolution 
that, I firmly believe, will replace my narrowness with your divine Presence. The 
one who fervently loves Jesus hidden in the forces that bring death to the Earth, 
the Earth, as her strength fails, will hold in her immense arms, and, with her, will 
awaken in the bosom of God.63 
  
To awaken with the Earth in the bosom of God is the fulfillment of Christ-Omega. It is 
the consummation and coincidence of the eucharistic and natural sacraments. 
 
Prayer: Ethical Questions about Consecrated Things 
Prayer begins with a description of the context put forth by the Mass, which 
Teilhard describes here as the transfiguring world of the Cosmic Christ: 
In the center of your breast, I perceive nothing else than a fiery furnace; and, the 
more I fix my gaze on this burning center, the more it seems to me that, all around 
you, the outlines of your Body grow and grow beyond any measure until I see in 
you none other than the face of a World afire.64  
 
Teilhard then describes experiences in this transfiguring world in ways that naturally 
evoke ethical questions. For example, he says: 
The deeper the level at which one encounters You, Master, the more one realizes 
                                                
63 Ibid., 136. "Je m'abandonne éperdument, ô mon Dieu, aux actions redoutables de dissolution 
par lesquelles se substituera aujourd'hui, je veux le croire aveuglément, à mon étroite personnalité votre 
divine Présence. Celui qui aura aimé passionnément Jésus caché dans les forces qui font mourir la Terre, la 
Terre, en défaillant, le serrera dans ses bras géants, et, avec elle, il se réveillera dans le sein de Dieu." 
 
64 Ibid., 137. "Au centre de votre poitrine, je n'aperçois rien d’autre qu'une fournaise ; et, plus je 
fixe ce foyer ardent, plus il me semble que, tout autour, les contours de votre Corps fondent, qu'ils 
s'agrandissent au-delà de toute mesure jusqu'à ce que je ne distingue plus en Vous d'autres traits que la 
figure d'un Monde enflammé." 
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the universality of your influence. By this standard I can see at any moment how 
much I have advanced in you; when things around me retain their savors and their 
outlines, and nevertheless I see them diffused, filled by a secret soul, a unique 
Element infinitely close and infinitely distant.65 
 
For Teilhard, the experience of God in the depths of creation does not diminish created 
things. In fact, the test he offers as a measure of his advancement in God is the degree to 
which created things retain their distinction and knowableness – “their savors and 
outlines” - while seeming more and more filled by the incarnation of a transcendent God 
(infinitely close and infinitely distant). The role of created things in his spiritual journey 
to God is enhanced by their distinctiveness as soul-filled beings. By simply identifying 
their individual importance to spirituality, Teilhard invites questions about the proper 
treatment of created things. They are, after all, consecrated elements of a sacrament.  
With respect to the ethical treatment of creatures, Teilhard does not hint at 
sentimentality. This is not surprising because cosmogeneis and evolution are not 
sentimental. It is as consecrated creatures of a sacramental creation that creatures are 
deserving, exactly as they are, of ethical consideration pertaining to their well-being and 
survival. Teilhard implies an attitude of respecting things for what they are:    
By a wonderful combination of your magnetism with the attraction and 
inadequacies of creatures, their sweetness and their viciousness, their 
disappointing weakness and their frightening power, you alternately excite and 
sicken my heart: teach it true purity, not by separation from things, but by 
journeying through all created beauties; reveal true love to the heart, not as a 
hands-off fear of doing wrong, but a strong will to altogether force open the doors 
                                                
65 Ibid., 138. "Plus Vous êtes rencontré profond, Maître, plus votre influence se découvre 
universelle. À ce caractère, je pourrai apprécier, à chaque instant, de combien je me suis avancé en Vous ; 
Lorsque, toutes choses gardant autour de moi leur saveur et leurs contours, je les verrai néanmoins 
diffusées, par une âme secrète, dans un Élément unique, infiniment proche et infiniment distant." 
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of life; give to it finally and especially, by a growing vision of your omnipresence, 
the joy of always discovering, creating, and undergoing a little more of the World, 
so as to proceed always more into You.66 
 
Teilhard finds an attraction to God through creatures as they are, and expresses no desire 
to be separated from them. Rather he desires to know them hands-on and to find through 
them divine omnipresence. He does not express desire for less in the world or for 
modification of the things of the world; he expresses desire for more of the world as the 
doorway to God.  
Teilhard makes another observation that could pertain to ethical considerations: 
At this point with the universe afire, act on me, Lord, by the combined fire of all 
internal and external actions that ... become, in the physical depths of your Heart, 
the angels of your triumphant activity.67  
 
Teilhard here describes all the creative activities of the living, transfiguring, evolving 
universe as “angels of [God's] triumphant activity.” While his language is no doubt 
poetic, there is every reason to believe that Teilhard is affirming the process of 
cosmogeneis and evolution as a sacred becoming. As such, questions about ecological 
ethics are immediately relevant.  
                                                
66 Ibid., 139. " Par une combinaison merveilleuse, avec votre attrait, du charme des créatures et de 
leur insuffisance, de leur douceur et de leur méchanceté, de leur faiblesse décevante et de leur effroyable 
puissance, - exaltez tour à tour, et dégoûtez mon cœur ; apprenez-lui la pureté vraie, celle qui n'est pas une 
séparation anémiante des choses, mais un élan à travers toutes beautés ; révélez-lui la charité véritable, 
celle qui n'est pas la peur stérile de faire du mal, mais la volonté vigoureuse de forcer, tous ensemble, les 
portes de la vie ; donnez-lui, enfin, donnez-lui surtout, par une vision grandissante de votre omniprésence, 
la passion bienheureuse de découvrir, de faire et de subir toujours un peu plus le Monde, afin de pénétrer 
toujours davantage en Vous." 
 
67 Ibid. "En ce point d'universel embrasement, agissez sur moi, Seigneur, par le feu réuni de toutes 
les actions intérieures et extérieures qui, ... deviennent, dans les profondeurs physiques de votre Cœur, les 
anges de votre victorieuse opération." 
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Teilhard concludes The Mass on the World with a dedication to live a spirituality 
of coincidence and an expressed faith in the relentless march of creation to 
Christ-Omega: 
To your Body in its fullest extension, that is, in the World become, by your power 
and my faith, that magnificent and living melting pot in which everything 
disappears to be reborn: by all the resources that your creative magnetism made 
spring up in me; by my too feeble scientific skills; by my religious vows; by my 
priesthood; and (what I hold most dear) by the heart of my human conviction, I 
dedicate myself to live in the World and to die from it, Jesus.68  
 
Teihard dedicates himself to living in the world and dying from it, which is the coincident 
spirituality of the Via Positiva and the Via Negativa. It is a world that is a melting pot for 
all that lives and dies, and in doing so is reborn unto its ultimate fulfillment. 
 
Conclusion 
This chapter has affirmed the existence and value of sacramental experience 
beyond those of the Church sacraments, most specifically the Eucharist. It has offered 
support for the sacramental experience of creation as an aspect of a holistic and broadly 
inclusive spirituality. It has done this not by placing the eucharistic sacrament in 
contradiction with or as a replacement to natural sacrament, but rather in coincidence 
because both begin with the same ontological consecration of all things. It has further 
shown that the eucharistic sacrament and the natural sacrament must ultimately and 
                                                
68 Ibid. "À votre Corps dans toute son extension, c'est-à-dire au Monde devenu, par votre 
puissance et par ma foi, le creuset magnifique et vivant où tout disparaît pour renaître, - par toutes les 
ressources qu'a fait jaillir en moi votre attraction créatrice, par ma trop faible science, par mes liens 
religieux, par mon sacerdoce, et (ce à quoi je tiens le plus) par le fond de ma conviction humaine, - je me 
voue pour en vivre et pour en mourir, Jésus."  
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finally become one and the same sacrament. In sacramental creation spirituality, this 
occurs because panentheism is not only a theology but an ontology, God is knowable 
through creation, and redemption is cosmic and not individualistic. 
On the basis of sacramental creation spirituality, the Church can affirm and 
embrace a sacramental world and a synthesis of faith in the world with faith in God. The 
remaining question is what this universal sacramental reality means for the ethic of caring 
for the Earth, its creatures, and its ecosystem in an age of ecological crisis. This will be 
the topic of Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
 
WHOLE-EARTH SACRAMENTAL CREATION 
ETHICS 
 
 
Introduction 
Chapter 5 affirmed sacramental experience beyond the liturgical sacraments of the 
Church, one of the two challenges identified in Chapter 1 that sacramental creation 
spirituality presents to the sacramental life of the Church. It was also noted in Chapter 5 
that David Brown encourages a practice of natural sacrament for no other purpose than 
simply to experience the presence of God, and he calls this a “useless” purpose. Perhaps 
this is hyperbole, because natural sacrament is hardly useless to the question of ecological 
ethics for a sacramental Earth. Indeed, in The Blue Sapphire of the Mind: Notes for a 
Contemplative Ecology, Douglas Christie argues for “the significance of spirituality in 
helping us think about the meaning and significance of the natural world in our lives and 
formulate a meaningful response to the growing erosion of the natural world.”1 The issue 
of sacramental creation spirituality and a “meaningful response” or a useful response in 
the form of ecological ethics is the second challenge identified in Chapter 1 that 
sacramental creation spirituality presents to the sacramental life of the Church in an age 
of ecological crisis: 
To respond in an ethically appropriate way to sacramental nature: Christians 
should relate responsibly to the natural world and its processes as the source of 
the elements of liturgical sacraments; and, Christians should relate responsibly to 
                                                
1 Douglas E. Christie, The Blue Sapphire of the Mind: Notes for a Contemplative Ecology (NY: 
Oxford University Press, 2013), 3. 
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nature as sacramental itself. 
 
This concluding chapter elaborates on this second challenge, drawing out why and how 
devotees of sacramental creation spirituality ought to show ethical responsibility for the 
being and becoming of creation.  
It was demonstrated in Chapter 5 that ecclesial and natural sacraments are 
coincidental or complementary and ultimately converge. So too, ethics toward nature as 
the source of the eucharistic elements, and ethics toward nature as sacramental itself are 
coincidental and convergent. If, as per Ian Barbour's typology of the integration of 
religion and science, faith in God (eucharistic sacrament) and faith in the world (natural 
sacrament) converge or integrate into one sacramental creation spirituality, then it is 
logical to assume that their respective ethical outlooks would as well. This integration can 
be called whole-Earth or holistic sacramental ethics. 
  
Love of God, Neighbor, and Self Converging in a 
Consecrated Neighborhood  
It was noted in Chapter 2 that an expanded purview of the “love your neighbor” 
commandment is one of sacramental creation spirituality’s ethical responses to the 
ecological crisis. That commandment is mentioned several times in the Bible, including 
the gospel according to Matthew in which Jesus is recorded to have said, “‘You shall love 
the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind.’ 
This is the greatest and first commandment. And a second is like it: ‘You shall love your 
neighbor as yourself.’ On these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets” 
(Matthew 22:37-39 NRSV). These two commandments are commonly interpreted as one 
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comprehensive commandment and can be called the triple love commandment: love God; 
love neighbor; and love self. It was also noted in Chapter 2 that Holmes Rolston 
interprets this commandment as “love your neighborhood.”  
This makes sense from the perspective of sacramental creation spirituality 
presented in this dissertation. Because of the panentheistic presence of the divine in all 
things as natural consecration, these triple loves converge to one love: the love of God in 
all things. This love of God in all things cannot be limited to loving only the 
metaphysical aspect of being: the Logos and its logoi. That would be contrary to the 
structural synthesis of being. It would be the very dualism that sacramental creation 
spirituality decries: the dualism of spirit and matter. Such dualism is clearly rejected in 
Maximus’s grand view of consecrated being as a sacramental synthesis or unity of 
metaphysical and material diversity, as per Chalcedon. Therefore, each and every being is 
loved wholly because God is constitutive of each and every being and not just a 
transcendence loved beyond being. Loving God in a being is to love the being, be it 
neighbor or self. Furthermore, the Earth as an eco-system of beings means that love of 
beings is love of the web of relationships that sustain beings. Thus the love 
commandment is ontologically axiomatic and is a love of all being because God is in 
being and being is in God. The triple loves are not merely a set of God-given 
commandments; in sacramental creation spirituality, they are seen to converge as one 
axiomatic condition of ontologically consecrated being: a synthesis that is a unity in 
diversity itself, like all beings.  
A sacramentalized and loved neighborhood is the source of the elements for the 
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Eucharist. The transition from nature to altar or communion table is from one manner of 
consecration to another, not from profane to sacred or some such extreme dualistic 
distinction. While the World Council of Churches statement, Baptism, Eucharist, and 
Ministry (BEM) does not openly affirm a panentheistic or ontological presence of God in 
nature, it nevertheless speaks respectfully of bread and wine prior to the eucharistic 
consecration, noting that “the bread and wine, fruits of the earth and of human labour, are 
presented to the Father in faith and thanksgiving.”2 Fruits of the Earth (and of human 
labor) are worthy of presentation to God for use in the Eucharist. It then goes on in BEM 
to note some degree of disagreement over the handling and use of the elements after the 
eucharistic consecration, saying “some churches stress that Christ’s presence in the 
consecrated elements continues after the celebration. Others place the main emphasis on 
the act of celebration itself and on the consumption of the elements in the act of 
communion.”3 Therefore, different eucharistic traditions have different ideas on the 
handling and disposition of the elements after the Eucharist. From the perspective of 
sacramental creation spirituality, the ontological manner of consecration exists before, 
during, and after the Eucharist, whatever a particular faith community believes to happen 
during the Eucharist. Therefore, whatever appropriate care accrues to the sacred 
consecrated elements of the Eucharist cannot simply be cut off at or denied to the realm 
of the source and disposal of the elements. Appropriate care and regard for the eucharistic 
                                                
2 World Council of Churches. Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (Geneva: WCC, 1982), 10-11. 
 
3 Ibid., 16. 
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elements is at least suggestive of appropriate care and regard for nature. The elements of 
the Eucharist as fruits of a “whole-Earth neighborhood” make an ethical claim on moral 
consciousness and responsibility. Such a convergence is wrought by consecration. 
In addition to nature being the source of the elements of the Eucharist, nature and 
the environment are included in the vision of justice and fulfillment put forth in 
celebrations of the Eucharist. In several places in BEM it notes the importance of the 
Eucharist as a sign of “what the world is to become: an offering and hymn of praise to the 
Creator, a universal communion in the body of Christ, a kingdom of justice, love and 
peace in the Holy Spirit.”4 Note the emphasis on God as “Creator” and the image of 
Christ not merely as a personal savior but as the communion of the universe. Thus in 
BEM it speaks of the Eucharist as “the great sacrifice of praise by which the Church 
speaks on behalf of the whole creation.”5 In BEM it affirms the Eucharist as an 
inspiration and admonition for “participating in this ongoing restoration of the world’s 
situation and the human condition.”6 It also emphasizes the inconsistency that exists if 
participation in the Eucharist is not backed up by actions to redeem the injustices that 
thwart the world’s well-being, stating “all kinds of injustice, racism, separation and lack 
of freedom are radically challenged when we share in the body and blood of Christ.”7 In 
                                                
4 Ibid., 11. 
 
5 Ibid., 10. 
 
6 Ibid., 14. 
 
7 Ibid. 
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this statement, BEM, speaking for the Church ecumenical, seems to focus primarily on 
social justice and, therefore, social ethics is an implicit imperative to the Eucharist.  
However, as presented in Chapter 2, sacramental creation spirituality views social 
ethics as too narrow a focus for an Earth in ecological crisis and a creation that is part of 
the universal communion in the body of Christ. In particular, James Nash, Thomas Berry, 
and Larry Rasmussen were cited for their shared view that social ethics derive from 
ecological ethics. Rasmussen concludes, “The well-being of Earth is primary. Human 
well-being is derivative.”8 From a sacramental creation spirituality viewpoint, it is 
understood that social ethics are implicit to or derive from ecological ethics. The focus on 
social ethics in BEM is not inconsistent with sacramental creation spirituality; it simply 
does not go far enough. In casting the Eucharist as the image and inspiration for a 
fulfillment that is creation wide, the ethical imperative must become ecological because 
ecology is whole-Earth and the Earth is a local manifestation of universal creation. 
Therefore, Christians should relate responsibly to the natural world and its ecological 
processes not only because they are the source of the elements of the Eucharist, but also 
because the well-being of the natural world and its processes is implicit to the meaning 
and intent of the Eucharist as a sign of universal communion in Christ. Put another way, 
the eucharistic celebration is a microcosmic symbol of a cosmic sacramental order of 
being.  
So, the expanded purview of the “love your neighbors by loving their 
                                                
8 Larry Rasmussen, Earth Community Earth Ethics (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996), 30. 
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neighborhood” commandment is justified not simply as a means to social justice and 
ethics that would better fulfill a commandment to love your human neighbors. It is 
justified as an implicit and logical response – an axiological truth - to an ontologically 
consecrated creation, which means a divine presence that is sacramental and the focus of 
love. This is not a time-limited sacramentality, as is the sacramentality of the consecrated 
elements of the Eucharist. It is pervasive and enduring. While consecrated nature is 
perhaps more like the aura or halo of the consecrated bread and wine of the Eucharist as 
described by Teilhard, it nevertheless flows to and becomes the body and blood of Christ 
in the Eucharist. The notion that there could be any fundamental difference between the 
proper disposition toward and care of the elements of the Eucharist versus the proper 
disposition toward and care of the beings of sacramental nature simply does not hold. 
There is convergence. This can be seen to justify the insistence in BEM on responding to 
the Eucharist with action that engages the world; only, that action must embrace 
eco-justice as well as social justice. This is the viewpoint of sacramental creation 
spirituality. By reaching beyond social justice to eco-justice, it is more faithful to the 
Eucharist as “a universal communion in the body of Christ.” 
Thus far then, it can be said that ethical care befitting the consecrated elements of 
the Eucharist also befits the ontologically consecrated elements of being. This ethic can 
be called proper care for a sacramental order of being. It is an ethic that reaches out to 
creation from the communion table, informed by an ecological understanding of nature 
on Earth and an affirmation that there is universal intent behind the consecration of bread 
and wine as the body and blood of Christ. It was noted in Chapter 5 that Edward 
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Schillebeeckx, who was influential in the effort that created BEM, moved from the very 
broad notion of natural pagan sacramentality to the specific notion of the Eucharist as the 
sacrament of Christ. For Schillebeeckx, this was the proper movement in the 
development of sacrament, a movement from pagan and natural to ecclesial. However, 
echoing the integrating views of Teilhard, in sacramental creation spirituality this 
movement to the Eucharist in sacramental spirituality turns back around and, using a 
Cusan term, enfolds all creation into its sacramental order of being and care.  
All of this can be viewed as a basis for proper sacramental care of the synchronic 
condition of life on Earth. That is, an ethic of preserving a sacramental order of being 
stands with or without a theory of cosmogenesis and evolution, which is something not 
explicitly addressed in BEM. 
 
Earth Care and Altar Care Converging to Care of 
Christ 
As noted above, it is affirmed in BEM that a universal “becoming” is implicit to 
the Eucharist. It says nothing in BEM that associates this becoming with modern 
scientific theories about the cosmogenesis of creation and the evolution of life. While a 
backdrop of the science of ecology can be read into BEM, it is difficult to read into it a 
backdrop of the science of cosmogenesis and evolution. At best, the typology for that 
relationship between religion and science as conveyed in BEM is Barbour’s typology of 
independence: they simply do not inform each other.  
They do not oppose each other, either. As stated in Chapter 4, Teilhard sought at 
first a dialogue between the Christian idea of a universal pleroma as the end of time 
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(union of all things with God in Christ) and what he theorized to be a universal eternal 
spiritualization of creation as the end of cosmogenesis and evolution. He ultimately 
integrated these two ideas as the Christ-Omega point. In Chapter 5, the conclusion was 
reached that natural sacrament and eucharistic sacrament form, in the diachronic 
progression of cosmogenesis, a coincidence of opposites as per the teaching of Nicholas 
and converge at Christ-Omega not simply as the poles of a synthesis but as one and the 
same thing. They converge as the ultimate unity of creation’s diverse elements in Christ, 
as Christ, and as presented by Christ to God. The question then arises what these two 
pathways to becoming Christ-Omega suggest for an ethic toward creation’s sacramental 
and diachronic order of becoming.  
To begin with, there is the question of time or, more specifically, duration. 
Duration, as discussed in Chapter 4, was Teilhard’s term for the period of time over 
which cosmogenesis and evolution occur, meaning vast periods of time or sidereal time. 
Duration is the notion of time (and space along with it, or space-time) that has rendered 
the traditional creation story unbelievable and obsolete from a scientific viewpoint. With 
respect to evolution on Earth, Teilhard concluded that at any given moment the deep 
history and distant future of evolution are unseen. The explanation he offers is duration: 
Nothing is so delicate and fugitive by its very nature as a beginning. … In space 
as in duration a peduncle (or, which comes to the same thing, the bud) of a living 
branch corresponds to a minimum of differentiation, expansion, and resistance. 
What, then, will be the effect of time on this area of weakness? Inevitably to 
destroy all vestiges of it. … It is the same in every domain: when anything really 
new begins to germinate around us, we cannot distinguish it – for the very good 
reason that it could only be recognized in the light of what it is going to be. Yet, 
if, when it has reached full growth, we look back to find its starting point, we only 
find that the starting point itself is now hidden from our view, destroyed or 
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forgotten.9  
 
By this Teilhard meant that the evolutional origin and the evolutional end of any being 
perceivable at the present time cannot be discerned with any specificity. Origins simply 
vanish backwards in the ages of historic time, while ends cannot be seen through the 
future. Teilhard presents this as a fact of evolution and duration. So while he does 
theorize noogenesis as evolution’s movement toward a spiritualization that will eternally 
transcend the exhausted physical universe at Omega, it must be impossible to articulate it 
as a specific vision.  
Likewise, if the Christian pleroma (the fullness of time in Christ) is coincident 
with cosmogenesis and evolution, then the duration or diachronic span of time for its 
completion would also render that completion indescribable in timely, practical ways. 
This is consistent with the conclusions of sacramental creation spirituality as a practiced 
spirituality and it fits Nicholas’s doctrine of learned ignorance. If positive theological 
language is coincidental to negation, and if Nicholas’s doctrine of learned ignorance is 
true, then whatever positive things are now said about the pleroma must be coincident 
with negation and lead to learned ignorance. Thus the pleroma cannot be articulated in 
any way that is comparatively useful; that is, when compared to some timely, given 
condition, such as the ecological crisis today.  
Consequently, Christ-Omega – this eternal convergence point for faith in the 
world and faith in God – cannot be articulated as a vision or a desired condition on which 
                                                
9 Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man (London: William Collins Sons, 1958), 120-121. 
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to base ecological ethics and policies for the 21st century or any immanent century. In 
essence, it truly is beyond knowing and no ultimate vision for goal-seeking behavior 
today can be derived from it. This is a limitation for those who seek a clear goal in this 
age of ecological crisis, which includes many of the writers of sacramental creation 
spirituality. For example, in Sacramental Commons John Hart says “the disparity 
between current realities and common ideals might … inspire people to commit to and to 
concretize a Jubilee in the Earth commons for the Earth community.”10 The clearer the 
disparity between what is and what ought to be, the greater the sense of urgency and 
incentive for action. In Of God and Pelicans Jay McDaniel says, “God is found in the 
anticipatory - or goal-directed dimension - of creaturely existence.”11 This statement 
reflects a sentiment that living a human life in its most meaningful sense is the pursuit of 
a goal, the goal being an understanding of the will and vision of God. But Christ-Omega 
cannot provide that vision because it cannot be perceived explicitly, only affirmed as a 
transcendent end to creation. Its usefulness, then, must be found in other ways. 
As stated in Chapter 3, panentheism vivifies and heightens the importance of 
biblical passages that allude to incarnation, such as when Jesus said, “Just as you did it to 
one of the least of these who are members of my family, you did it to me” (Matthew 
25:40, NRSV). This passage begins with Jesus saying, “When the Son of Man comes in 
his glory, and all the angels with him, then he will sit on the throne of his 
                                                
10 John Hart, Sacramental Commons (NY: Rowan & Littlefield Publishers, 2006), 198. 
 
11 Jay B. McDaniel, Of God and Pelicans: A Theology of Reverence for Life (Louisville, KY: 
Westminster/John Know Press, 1989), 38. 
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glory” (Matthew 25:31, NRSV). This is important to the story because it establishes its 
context and focus as the endtime, or the pleroma. The story then continues: 
Then the king will say to those at his right hand, "Come, you that are blessed by 
my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the 
world; for I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you gave me 
something to drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me, I was naked and you 
gave me clothing, I was sick and you took care of me, I was in prison and you 
visited me.' Then the righteous will answer him, "Lord, when was it that we saw 
you hungry and gave you food, or thirsty and gave you something to drink? And 
when was it that we saw you a stranger and welcomed you, or naked and gave 
you clothing? And when was it that we saw you sick or in prison and visited 
you?' And the king will answer them, "Truly I tell you, just as you did it to one of 
the least of these who are members of my family, you did it to me' (Matthew 
25:34-40, NRSV) 
 
From the perspective of panentheism as the presence of logoi in all things, Jesus’s 
statement that “you did it to me” can be taken literally. The real presence of Christ 
renders this statement literal and not figurative: an axiological truth in an ontologically 
consecrated creation. Furthermore, the list of beneficiaries of righteous behavior (the 
poor, hungry, thirsty, etc.) can be read as illustrative and not exhaustive, consistent with 
the universally inclusive “love of neighborhood” commandment presented above. 
Finally, Jesus affirms the value of “righteous” behavior to the universal becoming of 
Christ himself at Christ-Omega. Therefore, although no specific vision of Christ-Omega 
can be put forth, human behavior is consequential, and it ought to be “righteous.” That is, 
it ought to be appropriate to preserving the sacramental order of becoming, and allowing 
cosmogenesis and evolution to proceed to the end. As Teilhard concluded in The Divine 
Milieu, “We serve to complete it [the creation], even by the humblest work of our hands. 
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That is, ultimately, the meaning and value of our acts.”12 
Because of the duration of the diachronic becoming of creation, the human 
responsibility to complete the creation narrows its focus to timely care for the creative 
matrix, returning to language used in Chapter 2. Matrix was shown there to be a 
pervasive term in the writings of sacramental creation spirituality, meaning the 
connections and influences that comprise a dynamic and creative ecology on Earth and 
throughout the universe. Karl Peters called “the matrix, the mother of all, the divine 
creativity present in the interactions of the universe from the very beginning. This is the 
sacred heart of the evolving universe.”13 His reference to the dynamic matrix as divine 
creativity and sacred heart reflects the sacramentality shown to be justified by the 
teachings of Maximus, Nicholas, and Teilhard. In particular, in Chapter 4, Teilhard was 
cited for his description of Christ as “the diaphany of the Divine at the heart of the 
universe on fire.”14 Christ is the heart – the real presence – that transfigures the matrix of 
life. Therefore, care for the matrix is care for Christ, and it can be said that “just as you 
did it to the creative matrix of members of Earth and Cosmos, you did it to Christ.” This 
is the sacramental imperative of the diachronic progression to Christ-Omega, rooted in 
the notion of a sacramental, panentheisitic, cosmic becoming of Christ. 
From this perspective, it is logical to conclude that there is a convergence between 
                                                
12 Teilhard de Chardin, The Divine Milieu (NY: Harper & Row, 1960), 26. 
 
13 Karl E. Peters, Dancing With The Sacred: Evolution, Ecology, and God (Harrisburg, PA: 
Trinity Press, 2002), 67. 
 
14 Teilhard, The Divine Milieu, 9, French Editor’s Note. 
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ethics of care for the altar of the Eucharist and ethics of care for the Earth as the site of 
sacrament in its own natural, ontological way. While there may be some synchronic 
difference between the eucharistic consecration and natural consecration, there is 
ultimately no difference by virtue of the diachronic convergence wrought by 
cosmogenesis and evolution toward Christ-Omega. 
 
Implications for Issues in Ecological Ethics 
Life as Sacramental Ought 
Two ethical guidelines have been developed. The first pertains to preserving a 
sacramental order of being: “love your neighbors by loving their neighborhood.” This can 
be clarified slightly by stating that it means love the neighbor, and loving the neighbor 
includes loving the neighborhood. In other words, the emphasis in sacramental creation 
spirituality on loving the neighborhood does not come at the expense of loving the 
individual neighbor. That would violate the fundamental synthesis or unity in diversity of 
creation. In addition, the “neighbor” is any created being, or all things. The neighborhood 
can also be called the ecosystem or the sustaining ecological matrix. So this first 
guideline can be restated: “Preserve the sacramental order of being by loving all beings, 
and loving the sustaining ecological matrix of all beings.” 
The second ethical guideline developed pertains to preserving the sacramental 
order of becoming: “just as you did it to the creative matrix of members of Earth and 
Cosmos, you did it to Christ.” For consistency in language with the first ethical guideline, 
“members” can be restated as “all beings.” So the second guideline becomes: “Preserve 
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the sacramental order of becoming Christ-Omega by loving the creative ecological matrix 
of all beings, because Christ Logos is in all beings and all beings participate in becoming 
Christ-Omega.”  
Interpretation and implementation of these two guidelines hinges substantially on 
“love.” From the perspective of creation and creativity, it has already been noted in 
Chapter 4 that Teilhard called love “the affinity of being with being” or a “propensity to 
unite.” Teilhard identified love as foundational to comsogenesis and said it exists down to 
the most rudimentary of elemental attractions. Suffice it to say, love invites the 
experience of being together, including those capable of conscious engagement with 
others. As noted in Chapter 5, Teilhard described human beings as the pinnacle of the 
evolutional drive toward consciousness. Both ethical guidelines begin with the 
admonition to “preserve the sacramental order.” Chapter 3 defined “sacramental” as the 
capacity of the creation to foster human experience of the divine. Love of the sacramental 
order, then, requires human beings to engage in sacramental experience, meaning to 
engage in the spirituality of sacramental creation spirituality. This was the topic of 
Chapter 5, but it shows up here as an ethical imperative. This is logical. Cosmogenesis 
moves diachronically toward Christ-Omega, which is maximum union with God or 
infinite oneness, as per Nicholas and presented in Chapter 4. Maximizing God 
synchronically would mean maximizing sacramental experiences of God in all currently 
existing beings.  
Sacramental creation spirituality puts forth the conclusion that the human life 
ought to be consciously lived as sacrament to the fullest extent possible. Interpreting and 
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implementing the two ethical guidelines then leads to the question of how to care for the 
elements of that sacramental living. Turning first to the bread and wine of the Eucharist, 
there is in fact no explicit ethic of care. Several qualifying words emerge quite easily: 
reverently; respectfully; carefully; humbly. It is, after all, the body of Christ. That is how 
any celebrant or recipient would approach the elements during the Eucharist. Yet it can 
easily and more generally be said that morally conscious beings are obliged to do good 
by anything with sacramental value. So whatever good care is for the bread and wine, 
also applies more broadly to all elements of sacrament, and for two reasons already 
noted: the natural world is the source of the eucharistic elements; and, the natural world is 
itself sacramental. And since “good care for the bread and wine” is a topic somewhat 
limited in scope, it is just as easy to begin by asking what is “good care for the element of 
natural sacrament.” This is a good place to begin because the consecration of sacramental 
creation is enduring. The consecration of the Eucharist, while anticipatory of 
Christ-Omega, is of limited duration in both space and time. 
 
Ethical Guideline One: Preserve the Sacramental Order of 
Being 
The first ethical guideline for sacramental creation spirituality is: “Preserve the 
sacramental order of being by loving all beings, and loving the sustaining ecological 
matrix of all beings.” As just stated, this begins with consciously living life as sacrament 
to the fullest extent possible and, therefore, loving the element of sacrament, or all 
beings, individually and in their unity.  
Teilhard broadly defined love as constitutive to cosmogenesis and evolution, and 
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as that which unites things as a plurality. To the human experience of love, though, one 
adds that love can be affectional and ought to be consciously oriented toward the good of 
the other, which is the good of the whole. This conforms to the movement away from a 
strictly anthropocentric and instrumental way of valuing the creation. As stated in 
Chapter 2 and demonstrated throughout this dissertation, sacramental creation spirituality 
shuns the traditional anthropocentric way of valuing beings and is in favor of 
whole-Earth consciousness and care. The value of beings, then, begins with intrinsic 
value, and no higher intrinsic value can be imputed to something than that it is 
God-bearing. Anything that is God-bearing has intrinsic value, and this amounts to 
everything.  
Love must be oriented toward the intrinsic value of all beings together and 
individually. To do right by a being is to do right by the ecological matrix that sustains it, 
or its environment. To do right by a being is to do right by its logos, or the ontological 
consecration that renders it uniquely sacramental in a holistically sacramental world. 
Together these two aspects of “doing right” reveal an on-going point of debate in 
ecological ethics: how do you balance the needs of the individual versus the health of the 
environment or ecosystem? This point was highlighted in Chapter 2, where it was noted 
that James Nash said that there are two “polarities… in creative tension for an adequate 
ecological ethic. One is moral respect for individuals and the other for collectives or 
wholes.”15  
                                                
15 James Nash, Loving Nature (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1991), 178. 
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Nash’s use of the word “polarities” is important, especially in light of the 
synthesis of creation put forth by Maximus. As presented in Chapter 4, Maximus saw 
synthesis of polarities (as in synthesis of body and logos as human and as in synthesis of 
human and divine as Christ) embedded in and replicated throughout the cosmos, which 
he called Mystagogy. This synthesis is both the structure of individual beings and the 
structure of the “collectives or wholes” that sustain beings. As a being is a synthesis or 
unity of polarity, so the collective is a synthesis or unity of diverse beings. Together, 
beings and collectives are one reality. Hence, the relationship between moral 
responsibility for the individuals and moral responsibility for the collectives or wholes 
(the sustaining ecological matrix) is a synthesis as well. Any argument to separate them 
or to elevate one over the other in an absolute fashion is a dualism that violates the 
ontological reality of God’s creation. Such a violation must be judged axiomatically 
immoral. 
This first ethical guideline, then, asserts that care for the individual and care for 
the environment ought to be coincidental, as in the “coincidence of opposites” developed 
by Nicholas and described in Chapter 4. It was noted there that “opposites” are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, and Bond defined the coincidence of opposites as “a 
certain kind of unity … overcoming opposition by convergence without destroying or 
merely blending the constituent elements.”16 In this case, the constituent elements are 
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care for the individual and care for the environment. Coinciding appropriately – in a 
manner consistent with the teachings of Nicholas and Maximus – the two ought not to 
destroy each other. What is good for the individual ought to be good for the sustaining 
ecological matrix, and vice versa. 
However, this does not amount to a clear ethical guideline for care of individuals 
and their environments. Prioritizing the well-being of an individual or, let us say, an 
individual species may have impacts on a local environment that reduce its capacity to 
sustain another species. White-tailed deer, for example, bring a parasite to the sustaining 
ecological matrix that can be fatal to moose. In just this one simple example, enormous 
complexities arise. Policies to increase the prevalence of one species, the white-tailed 
deer, change the sustaining ecological matrix by introducing a parasite. That change in 
turn has a negative impact on another species, the moose. So opting to care for one 
species (an individual) has ramifications for more than one species through the 
environment as a whole. Coincidentally, a policy of simply caring for the health and 
purity of a sustaining ecological matrix must still take into account the fact that not all 
sustaining ecological matrices are alike in terms of the individual species they will 
sustain. In fact, individual species healthily bound together is a sustaining ecological 
matrix and there are many sustaining ecological matrices all containing different balances 
of species.  
Thus the Earth is actually a sustaining matrix of sustaining matrices, or a 
synthesis of embedded syntheses down to the existence of individual beings. Debates 
over care for an individual (or individual species) versus an ecosystem are timely and 
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circumstantial, always part of an overall process in which the individual and communal 
are convergent as “integral being,” the term used by John Hart as noted in Chapter 2. The 
biological and earth sciences are obviously vital to effective environmental policy, and 
from the viewpoint of sacramental creation spirituality Teilhard is correct in elevating the 
position of scientist to a prominent place. Scientists are instrumental in managing the 
order of being for the benefit of its myriad beings and ecosystems. The challenge, as 
always in ethics, is in prioritizing values in specific circumstances. From a purely 
ecological viewpoint, science has demonstrated the value of things such as biological 
diversity, wilderness ecosystems, clean air, clean water, and naturally sustained 
agriculture. These will continue to be topics in debates over environmental policy and 
management. Biodiversity is of particular importance and warrants special mention. 
Larry Rasmussen says that “in nature, biodiversity is the mechanism by which adaptation 
to demanding changes occurs, the means by which nature is resilient in the face of often 
traumatic change. As such, it is the basic source of all future wealth and well-bring.”17 
As noted in Chapter 1, biodiversity is in great peril from threats of extinction to many 
species. Edward O. Wilson agrees with Teilhard concerning the need for scientific 
understanding of life and ecosystems, saying “the only way to save the diversity of life 
and come to peace with nature is through a widely shared knowledge of biology and what 
the findings of that science imply for the human condition.”18  
                                                
17 Daniel C. Maguire and Larry L. Rasmussen, Ethics for a Small Planet: New Horizons on 
Population, Consumption, and Ecology (Albany: SUNY Press, 1998), 124. 
 
18 Edward O. Wilson, The Creation: An Appeal to Save Life on Earth (NY: W. W. Norton & Co., 
  
234 
Wilson speaks from the “enlightened self-interest” perspective of human beings, 
as presented in Chapter 1. Coincidental support is brought to the debate by sacramental 
creation spirituality in affirming the intrinsic sacramental value of all beings individually 
and collectively. The sustaining order of being is both instrumental as an ecological 
matrix and it is intrinsically valuable as a sacrament that ought to be engaged in 
maximally. In the context of the concept of convergence that has been shown to 
characterize sacramental creation spirituality, this means that both individual species and 
sustaining ecological matrices ought to be restored and conserved for maximum diversity 
for both ecological reasons and as the synchronically maximum sacramental experience. 
This is justice in the broadest sense, where individualism and collectivism converge 
along with instrumental value and intrinsic value into one sustaining sacramental order of 
being.  
 
Ethical Guideline Two: Preserve the Sacramental Order of 
Becoming 
The second ethical guideline for sacramental creation spirituality is: “Preserve the 
sacramental order of becoming Christ-Omega by loving the creative ecological matrix of 
all beings, because Christ Logos is in all beings and all beings participate in becoming 
Christ-Omega.” As with the first ethical guideline, this begins with consciously living life 
as sacrament to the fullest extent possible. As this guideline pertains to the diachronic 
creative matrix of cosmogenesis and evolution toward Christ-Omega, it cannot be tied to 
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the realization of any particular timely vision. Instead it pertains to both an attitude 
toward creation and a concern to maximize the fecundity of the creative matrix. As noted 
in Chapter 2, Thomas Berry identifies a human responsibility to “begin thinking within 
the context of the whole planet, the integral Earth community with all its human and 
other-than-human components. When we discuss ethics we must understand it to mean 
the principles and values that govern that comprehensive community. Human ethics 
concerns the manner whereby we give expression at the rational level to the ordering 
principals of that larger community.”19 This second ethical guideline supports Berry’s 
statement because, lacking an explicit goal for creation, it focuses ecological ethics on 
“ordering principals” and “values that govern that comprehensive community.” Put 
another way, the second ethical guideline is explicitly attentive to the means of creation’s 
becoming and not to an articulation of what it will become. The ordering principles are 
the methods or means of its dynamic becoming, and certain things are valued as the 
fertile characteristics of that order of becoming. The attitude sacramental creation 
spirituality brings to caring for this process is that of reverent participation in holy 
sacrament.        
Identifying the fertile characteristics of the order of becoming is to a large extent a 
matter of understanding cosmogenesis and evolution. From a practical, timely point of 
view, this is primarily about evolution as the accessible and immediate expression and 
experience of cosmogenesis on Earth. Human beings literally have a hand in evolution on 
                                                
19 Thomas Berry, The Great Work: Our Way into the Future (NY: Bell Tower, 1999), 105. 
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Earth and not in the cosmogenesis of the universe, at least at this point in space and time. 
The ethical guideline is that of “loving the creative ecological matrix of all beings.” By so 
doing, evolution is allowed to flourish because loving the creative ecological matrix 
means allowing the creative matrix to do what it is supposed to do to its fullest potential, 
at least in so far as we understand it. Teilhard was emphatic about the need to understand 
evolution, as noted in Chapter 4. Evolution, according to Teilhard, is the creation of 
“more-being,” which he compared to “well-being.” The first ethical guideline pertains to 
well-being; the second guideline pertains to more-being as the progression toward 
Christ-Omega. Therefore, conscious deliberate diminishment of the evolutional potential 
and process on Earth is immoral. Allowing evolution to proceed is the ethical imperative.  
Thus, a greater understanding of evolution is always an ethically appropriate 
pursuit, and adherence to and enhancement of its principals and values as understood is 
always the ethically appropriate action. Similar to ethical guideline one, this does not 
automatically lead to clear and easy articulation of ethical standards, although at least one 
clear and timely standard does arise. This pertains to the teaching of evolution. The 
movement to forbid the teaching of evolution in public schools or to counter the teaching 
of evolution with the 6-day, young Earth creationism of biblical literalism is plainly 
immoral from the perspective of sacramental creation spirituality, where immoral here 
means to misrepresent God. This is the case for several reasons. One, expunging 
evolution from the curriculum for religious reasons denies ongoing divine creativity and 
thus fails to participate in an aspect of God’s sacramental presence. In doing this, it 
leaves no room for Maximus’s sense of a grand universe directed toward a universal 
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fulfillment in Christ. Two, it refuses to perceive and adhere to axiomatic “oughts” of 
sacramental creation, such as that one ought to knowingly and thoughtfully participate in 
the evolution of being into more-being toward Christ-Omega. By failing to do this, an 
ethically important opportunity is missed; namely, that of “doing to Christ” because 
“Christ Logos is in all beings and all beings participate in becoming Christ-Omega,” one 
of the primary conclusions of panentheistic theology. Three, it maintains the diminution 
of God that was lamented by Teilhard. It does this by trying to minimize the creation into 
being something essentially less than it is. It does not affirm the essential transcendence 
and unknowability of God, as per Nicholas’s doctrine of learned ignorance. God is 
rendered a product of human understanding and little more. From the perspective of 
sacramental creation spirituality, this is a misrepresentation of God. Actions of churches 
and Christians to avoid the issue of evolution are no more laudable. This does not mean 
the theory of evolution is in some scientific or sacred sense unassailable. It does mean 
that evolution is constitutive to the emerging truth of sacramental creation spirituality and 
is thereby viewed as reformative to Christianity.   
The growing knowledge of evolution provides a basis for ethics of care for the 
creative ecological matrix. How does it work and what are the fertile conditions that 
allow it to flourish to its fullest potential? There are answers or intimations of answers to 
these questions, many of which were touched on in the presentation of Teilhard’s The 
Phenomenon of Man in Chapter 4. Among them is what Teilhard called “the law of 
complexification.” Evolution moves in the direction of the simple to the complex – atoms 
to molecules to complicated life forms. This happens in the context of large numbers of 
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diverse elements interacting over long periods of time, occasionally resulting in a 
metamorphosis – something new that is more than the mere sum of the parts. Wilson 
makes the same point, stating that “the power of living Nature lies in sustainability 
through complexity. Destabilize it by degrading it to a simpler state, as we seem bent on 
doing, and the result could be catastrophic. The organisms most affected are likely to be 
the largest and most complex, including human beings.”20 In The Creation, Wilson says 
that the relatively small populations of complex species, including the human being, have 
evolved from and survive in an environment made up of nearly innumerable species of 
smaller creatures that are integral to the sustaining and creative ecological matrix.  
Species are ignored and threatened at peril to the whole Earth. Complexity, in 
essence, begets greater complexity. This is cosmogenesis of the universe and, as we know 
it, evolution on Earth. Complexification occurs in the context of almost innumerable 
interactions and new beginnings, and scientists do perceive in it an accompanying 
movement toward consciousness. Teilhard perceived this as a privileged axis and an 
indication that human beings are the leading edge of evolution, notably because in human 
beings evolution creates the reflective consciousness to know itself.  
At this point, however, a mistake can be made in trying to extract an axiom from 
the actuality. If the human being is the pinnacle of natural evolution, then it is tempting to 
see anthropocentric values as nature’s values. However, two points mitigate against this. 
One has already been mentioned: the current perception of a privileged status for human 
                                                
20 Wilson, The Creation, 32. 
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beings in the context of evolution cannot be extrapolated with certainty into any 
evolutional future because that future cannot be seen. Second, in looking back, Teilhard 
says “the last fibres of the human aggregate are lost to view and are merged in our eyes 
with the very stuff of the universe.”21 As stated in Chapter 4, everything originates and 
develops in “the stuff of the universe,” including human consciousness as it is today and 
whatever consciousness is to become in the future toward becoming and being 
Christ-Omega. Whatever human consciousness is today and whatever evolution’s 
unfolding and unknown consciousness is tomorrow, it is the reflective consciousness of 
the universe, not of any one species in and for itself. Presumably the future outcome of 
evolution can be influenced by human action today, but the outcome cannot be known. 
All that can be achieved today is to allow the creative ecological matrix to thrive as a 
living and creative process. Ecosystems with abundant diversity and purity are the 
healthy milieu of becoming just as they are the healthy milieu of being.  
As noted by Teilhard in The Mass on the World, more diversity in the world also 
means a greater doorway to God. Maximizing biodiversity maximizes the diversity of 
sacramental experience because from the perspective of sacramental creation spirituality, 
the Eucharist enfolds the sacramentality of all creation’s diverse and evolving elements. 
Maximizing biodiversity also maximizes evolutional creativity, which, according to 
Teilhard, proceeds to a spiritual end. In the context of care for the sacramental order of 
becoming there is once again convergence toward Christ-Omega and what is done, is 
                                                
21 Teilhard, The Phenomenon of Man, 39. 
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done to Christ. This is a sacramental ethic. 
 
Conclusion 
Chapter 1 identified and began to describe sacramental creation spirituality as an 
emerging Christian response to the ecological crisis. It compared sacramental creation 
spirituality to two other responses: enlightened self-interest centered on human 
well-being, now and in future generations, as the primary value to be considered in 
setting environmental policy; and religious imperative as an awakening to environmental 
stewardship as a Christian duty. Enlightened self-interest is a-religious, and religious 
imperative elevates the importance of Christian commandments pertaining to 
environmental stewardship. Sacramental creation spirituality, however, offers substantial 
theological revision in Christianity and responds to a wide range of writings by Christian 
scholars in environmental theology, ethics, and spirituality who have criticized Western 
Christianity as a cause and enabler of the ecological crisis. 
Chapter 2 identified an initial set of core terms characteristic of the emerging 
whole-Earth view of sacramental creation spirituality: relatedness; responsibility; and 
redemption. These characteristics are rooted in the rise of modern science; in particular, 
cosmology, evolution, and ecology. In dialogue with Christianity, these sciences have 
begun to change some traditional Christian views, especially views rooted in dualism. 
Together these sciences describe a dynamic interrelatedness of all beings in the universe 
and offer a new creation story, one in which “unity in diversity” is the structure of 
creation from both a scientific and ontological viewpoint. “To be” is to be in relationship 
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with all beings. Responsibility or ethics become holistic and all-inclusive. If centered on 
human well-being, then there is at least an acknowledgement that human beings cannot 
be well cared for outside their ecological context; but, ethical responsibility extends 
beyond human-centered value and begins to take into account non-human value and the 
value of the relational, sustaining, and creative matrix of all beings. In the milieu of a 
relational, sustaining, creative, and cosmic matrix, the notion of redemption expands 
from that of grace in the context of juridical individualism (a legal judging of individual 
behavior) to universal fulfillment as a God-given desire or teleological end to creation.   
Chapter 3 identified three more core characteristics of sacramental creation 
spirituality that support and extend the scope of relatedness, responsibility, and 
redemption; namely, panentheism, the sacramentalism of nature, and the recovery of a 
Via Positiva in Christian spirituality. Panentheism proclaims the presence of God in 
creation and creation in God. From this panentheistic view, relatedness grows to include 
a cosmic ontological divine immanence in the relationships. That immanence renders the 
creation sacramental and the experience of God in creation constitutes a natural 
sacrament. Panentheism and natural sacramentalism are then the bases of a Via Postiva in 
sacramental creation spirituality. Along this way or via, all created beings say something 
about God and participate in praising God, as conveyed in Psalm 148 and by St. Francis 
in The Canticle of Creatures. Human beings are valued members of this community at 
praise who can consciously and seemingly uniquely respond to a call to care for all 
beings, a divine call made in and through the creatures themselves.  
Panentheism, sacramental nature, and the creation as a spiritual Via Positiva are 
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implicit to the teachings of St. Francis and are core characteristics of the writers of 
sacramental creation spirituality. Chapter 4 provided substantive ontological, theological, 
Christological, and scientific support for these core characteristics based on the writings 
of Maximus the Confessor, Nicholas of Cusa, and Teilhard de Chardin. In the 20th 
century, Teilhard challenged the church to integrate modern cosmology and evolution 
(his faith in the world) with church teachings about creation (his faith in God). On the 
basis of a new creation story of cosmogenesis and evolution, which he details in The 
Phenomenon of Man, he advocated for a new theology that he called Christian pantheism. 
It was shown that his integration of Christianity with pantheism is panentheism. This 
theology, he feels, restores God to a grandeur capable of once again embracing all 
creation, now grown exceedingly large and sacramental in the new creation story. 
Maximus the Confessor, it was shown, offers a 7th century ontological view of creation in 
which all beings exist as material in synthesis with logos, a specific manifestation of the 
Logos or Christ the creative Word. All beings are microcosms of the Christ of Chalcedon 
who is the synthesis of two poles, one fully human and one fully divine, as one person. 
Nicholas adopted Maximus’s view of creation as the basis of a 15th century view of God, 
robust enough to encompass the most expansive and complicated propositions about the 
creation made by modern or future science, while remaining both as close as the real 
presence of Christ in the eucharistic sacrament and transcendent beyond knowing. 
Nicholas offers a theology capable of integrating Teilhard’s new creation story with faith 
in God. Maximus consecrates the creation as an ontological condition.  
From these theological, sacramental, and scientific viewpoints, sacramental 
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creation spirituality proclaims a “transfigured” world: one lit up from within by the 
presence of Christ Logos, beginning with the elements of the Eucharist as the body and 
blood of Christ and extended like a halo by all creation. Chapter 5 establishes the affinity 
between and ultimate convergence of eucharistic sacrament and natural sacrament. It 
identifies a universal ontological consecration that leads to and extends beyond any 
specific, timely eucharistic consecration. Bread and wine, consecrated elements of nature 
and natural sacrament, become body and blood of Christ, consecrated elements of a 
eucharistic sacrament. This happens at any point and place in time; but diachronically 
natural sacrament progresses toward and ultimately converges with the future-oriented 
universal redemption of the Eucharist. Teilhard’s The Mass on the World affirms this 
coincidence toward convergence and expresses faith in the relentless march of creation to 
Christ-Omega. 
After this coincidence and ultimate convergence of natural and eucharistic 
sacrament have been established, Chapter 6 concludes that as one does to the elements of 
the communion table, so one ought to do to oneself, one’s neighbors, and to all creation 
as the universal neighborhood. This is not so much a commandment as an axiom implicit 
to a sacramental creation as presented in this dissertation. It can also be argued that this 
axiom need not affirm any special sacramental presence in the Earth or the Eucharist. An 
appeal to a non-transfigured universe and the basic conclusions of cosmogenesis, 
evolution, and ecology can suffice to make this axiomatic point. In that the natural world 
is the source of the elements of the Eucharist, and in that the Earth is a product of 
cosmogenesis and life on Earth is contained and sustained in the matrix of evolution and 
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ecosystems, there is an obvious connection between care for elements of communion and 
care for the Earth. But, that is a purely scientific conclusion. Like Teilhard, the devotees 
of sacramental creation spirituality have a faith that goes beyond science. Furthermore, as 
a Christian faith, sacramental creation spirituality balances the very specific belief in a 
God who is both transcendent and incarnate, as expressed through panentheism. 
Incarnation is the constitutive ontological immanence of God in all being and becoming, 
an immanence that unites and consecrates all the elements of creation as elements of 
sacrament, coincident with and ultimately the same as the elements of the Eucharist. On 
the basis of this immanence, a universal consecration inheres that renders creation 
spirituality and ecological ethics sacramental. Christian care and reverence for nature as 
the element of natural sacrament and Christian care and reverence for the bread and wine 
of the communion table ought to be mutually informative, complementary, and ultimately 
convergent as an integrated ethic.  
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Hampshire.  
• Activities included: updating the Council’s annual Economic Development plan; 
administering the Council’s $60,000 U.S. Economic Development Authority 
grant; designing and writing a marketing pamphlet for a regional industrial park; 
serving as staff person to the Council’s Economic Development Committee; and 
creating a computerized socioeconomic database of northern New Hampshire. 
 
U.S. Navy Nuclear Engineering Division Officer 
USS Kamehameha 1980-1984 
 
• Served as an officer in the engineering department of a nuclear propelled 
submarine, including the education and training of personnel for various 
shipboard duties.  
• Graduated from U.S. Navy leadership, management, and engineering programs. 
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Public Service 
 
Maine Interfaith Power & Light Board Member 
Portland, Maine 2010-2013 
 
• Organized a statewide conference called “Climate Change for People of Faith” in 
April 2011. 
• Offered presentations on environmental stewardship as part of MeIPL’s outreach 
program. 
 
Domestic Violence Project Board Member 
Augusta, Maine 1998-2000 
 
• Developed and organized an annual forum on domestic violence in Winthrop, 
Maine. 
